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P R E F A C E 
To my best knowledge, Hungary la the only country In the.world 
where one has to write and defend a diploma-work and three dissertations. 
This dlssertatl'on-centrlc procedure, which is combined with a hierarchy 
of titles, has been vividly criticised in recent years and with reason. 
The system is roughly as follows: On finishing five university years 
one has to present a diploma-work. The university diploma can be approx-
imately equated with the MA level of Anglo-Saxon universities.Then 
follows the university doctorate which is awarded by the university. A 
subsequent dissertation has to be written to acquire the title of Can-
didate of Sciences, for the last dissertation one gets the title of Doc-
tor of Sciences. The level of the Candidate of Sciences is now considered 
to be equivalent to the PhD level of the Anglo-Saxon university system. 
I wrote my diploma-work in 1955, defended my university doctorate in 
1958, ay dissertation for the Candidate degree was accepted in 1965, and 
I defended my last dissertation in 1971. My work for the university doc-
torate was published In 1955 /Social Teros in the List of Grants of the 
Tibetan Tun-huarig Chronicle: Acta Orient. Hung. V, 249-27o/, and my 
dissertation for the degree of Candidate of Sciences appeared in 1966 
/Tibeto-Mongolica. The Hague-Budapest, 232 p/. The third dissertation 
had a somewhat clumsy Hungarian title which can be translated as "The 
Fundatlons of the Research of the Altaic Linguistic Relationship. The 
Theory of the Linguistic Relationship and the Relation of Chuvash and 
Mongolian". It consisted of lo25 densely typewritten pages. It was 
divided into two parts. In the first part, I dealt with the theory of 
linguistic relationship. This part has been published in Hungarian 
/A nyelvrokons^g Budapest 197B, 488 p/. The second part dealt with the 
relationship of the Chuvash and Mongolian languages. At this point I 
was fed up with preparing bulky monographs for printing, and so it 
remained in manuscript. This manuscript is used by my students and 
colleagues. Instead of publishing the whole of It, I decided to select 
some of the topics dealt with and publish them in separate papers, 
bringing, of course, the relevant materl-al up to date. 
I •have always tried to focus my Interest on the history of the 
Altaic languages as a source of the history of these peoples. I con-
sider myself rather a historian who predominantly uses language to 
I l l 
reconstruct the past than a linguist who Is interested In linguistic 
changes for its own sake. This approach is reflected in the title of 
this volume. It .contains a selection of those papers which are within' 
the framework of the second part of my dissertation, and have been 
published in different, in some cases hardly accessible, places, with 
the exception of those which appeared in an earlier volume: Studies in 
Chuvash Etyaology I. Studia Uralo-Altaica vol;17. Szeged 1982. 
It is ay kind duty to acknowledge the permission of the respective 
publishers to reprint these papers, My sincere thanks are due to A. 
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I think, if linguists were culled upon to state in one worcj the most important 
methodological device of the scientific investigation of language, the answer 
would be in the overwhelming majority of cases: comparison. It is not 
without interest tha t structural linguistics revolting against historical 
comparative linguistics has evolved its own comparative method: typoloijy. 
Having now two comparative linguistics the question arises what is com-
mon to both of them and what is different in them; if metalanguage is 
the language of languages, metatypoloyy is the typology of all possible lin-
guistic typologies. J shall deal now only with one theoretical and one prac-
tical question; what is common and different in historical linguistics (HL) 
and linguistic typology (LT) and what typology can contribute to tho 
problem of linguistic relationship in one special case. > ^ ( 
1.1 Method and aim. HL and LT both compare linguistic structures or 
sub structures but the aim of HL is to reconstruct historical identity and 
contact, while LT establishes types of linguistic structures or substructures . 
Both have the common method of choosing identities and differences for 
the basis of comparison, but HL looks alter material, LT after logical 
identities. n iJ jjnm! ) oii/iia aii no Jon ubnoqob ojj iq <{'>jh> lo 
1.2 Classification. Both HL and LT establish higher classes on the basis 
of common constituents in lowei sub-classes, but HL is interested in histor-
ically developed sub-classes while LT establishes the higher elassis on 
a mere formal basis. •>»••. li J v< u mm7h 
•» i * „ 1« 
1.3 Causes and approach. Similarities in two or more languages can have 
the following causes: 1.31 Similarities caused by chance, 1.32 Similarities 
caused by convergent development inherent in the structures of the g'ven 
languages, 1.33 Similarities caused by the elementary principles of using 
linguistic signs for information, 1.34 Similarities caused by areal faetois, 
1.35 Similarities caused by an adstratum (sub- or superstratum) common 
to the languages compared, 1.30 Similarities caused by mutual or uni-
directional influence, 1.37 Similarities caused by common genetic origin. 
LT is interested in all causes while H L only in 1.34w-1.37. But HL for 
ascertaining which similarities or identities are the results of historical 
causes has also to deal with the non-historical causes, otherwise HL cannot 
exclude them. Thus the approach of H L is restrictive and that of LT is 
extensive. if'Jfi ail! Ji'ii) (twond l!\>w ci Ji 
1.4 Material and typological identity. Both HL and LT try to establish 
identity on the basis of similarities. W e can investigate - as Roman Jakob-
son has formulated it —the change of initial identity and the identity of 
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change. In tho first caso wo have to do with a material identity, in the 
second, with a typological identity - both historical features. 
1.5 Time-place continuum. Since development necessarily takes place in 
a time-place continuum, the object of both H L and LT is in tho time-placo 
continuum but in tho case of H L with, and in caso of LT not necessarily 
with, material contact. 
1.6 Historical and general laws. Tho laws established by H L are or aim 
to be historically determined laws, while the laws stated by typology have 
the aim of being general or quasi-general. With HL wo approach the history, 
with LT, the thinking of mankind. 
1.7 Interdependence of history, thinking and language. History and thinking 
are two very pregnant manifestations of tho homo sapiens, both HLand LT 
investigate them through their linguistic expression. History, thinking 
and language are interdependent, since none of tho three is possible without 
tho other two. 
1.8 Same method and object — different aspect. Tho interdependence of 
history, thinking and language is based on tho fact that they are special 
fonns of motion of tho name object. Thus H L and LT with the same method 
(comparison) investigate tho same object (tho forms of motion of the ex-
pression of tho homo sapiens through linguistic signs) but from two different 
aspects: tho historical and tho logical. 
1.9 Language is a form of motion. I t is one of tho greatest mistakes of modern 
linguistics to think that language in its synchronic state is static. This 
statement as so many others — goes back to F. do Saussurc: "Le 
ehangement opere n'appartient & aucun des deux etats: or les etats' sen la 
HOnt important»".V Neither is his famous analogy with chess-ganie valid. 
The situation in a chess-game is a dynamic and not a static one. The value 
of each pieco depends not on its static characteristics but on the possible 
forms of its motion. If movement is impossible, chess cannot bo played. 
Motion is present in each synchronic linguistic system. Tho meaningful 
signs of language follow each other in time, language is realized in repetition, 
tho synchronic system is built up by the interaction of different subsystems 
(old and now forms, forms of territorial, dialectal and social groups, forms 
of the common and literary language); tho validity of a linguistic s tructure 
is based on its possible transformation, that is: tho synchronic system of 
the language is a dynamic and not a static one. The dynamics of language 
in synchrony is more important than its stat ics: its Schuchaidt has already 
pointed out, "Werden" is more important than "Sein". Thus LT has as its 
ultimate aim to investigate tho genOral.rules of t he dynamics of the language, 
irrespective of its diaehroriic or synchronic aspects. H L investigates tho 
historical realization of tho same rules. 
2.1 I should like now to give an example of how typology can help in solving 
a historical problem and try, at the same time, to give an illustration of 
what has been said earlier. • 
I t is well known that the genetic relationship of tho three branches of 
tho Altaic languages is a debated and still unsolved question. In the dis-
1 F . do Suusauro, Cours dc limjuistiquc (/¿iterate. 1'iu-in 1022, J2(j. 
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cussion, from very early cm, the typological argument has been used in 
favor of the genetic relationship. Moreover, the typological similarity was 
perhaps the first argument. Now let us choose a sub-system, the system 
of the bilabial stops. The question of the bilabial stops has a special place 
in the discussion on the Altaic linguistic family — it is enough if I refer 
to the works of Ramstedt, Poppe, Aalto, Clauson, SCerbak, Ilji6-Svity6 
and others, so it is convenient to select just this problem for investigation. 
For the sake of simplicity I single out one language.from each branch: 
Ottoman Turkish from the Turkic group, Kalmuck from the Mongolian 
group, and Naiiai from the Tunguso-Manchurian group. 
Phonemic opposition of bilabial stops. In all of the three languages p: b : m 
are in a threefold opposition. 2.11 Ottoman: bala "baby" : pala "scimitar, 
paddle" : mala "bricklayer's trowel" ; kab "cover" : kap "mantle" : kam 
"cam" ; taban "sole, heel" : tapan "harrow" ; kamis "reed" : kapis "manner 
of seizing". 2.12 Kalmuck: 6ar°s "dark" ; par°a "sail" ; ba "sign, mark" : 
pd "share" ; ma, (temen) "dromedary", bal "honey" : mal: "livestock". 
2.13 Nanai: bia "moon" : pia "birch" ; bodoko "abacus" : modoko "blunt" ; 
mongo "combustible" : pongo "bush'-'. 
2.2 Typological similarities. The opposition of the bilabial stops is 2.21 
three-dimensional in all the three languages because bilabiality is present 
in these threo phonemes and only in these three phonemes in each of the 
three languages. 2.22 The oppositions b:p, b:m and m: p are heterogeneous 
oppositions because in none of the three languages do we find such one-
dimensional oppositions which could be placed between each of the con-
stituents of the phonemic pairs. 2.23 The oppositions of the bilabials are 
proportional in ull the three languages because the opposition-types of the 
bilabials are paralleled in each of the three languages by the dental series 
(d : t, d : n, t: n). 2.24 The oppositions of the bilabials are privatives in all 
the three languages because the presence and absence of characteristics 
give the difference between the two constituents of the oppositions: voiced-
ness and/or nasality. 2.25 The threefold opposition p : b :m as a type is 
opposed to other types of three-fold oppositions, e.g. Khalkha pc: B: m, 
and it is opposed to two-, four-, five- and manifold oppositions as e.g. 
Chuvash p : m, Tibetan p: pc: b : m, Sanskrit p : pe: b: be: TO etc. 
2.3 Typological differences. The system of bilabial stops is not the 3ame 
in respect of'their'possible positions in the structure of the morpheme: 
2.31 p: b : m are in phonemic opposition, in Ottoman Turkish in word-
initial, intervocalic and word-end position, except for p : b before and after 
consonants, where they are neutralized and opposed to m. In'Kalmuck b 
and p are in phonemic opposition only in word-initial position, in all other 
position they are neutralized and opposed to m. In Nanai 6: p is neutralized 
word-finally and before but not after consonants. Word-finally the oppo-
sition of the neutralized b + p and m is restricted to non-substantives and 
non-verbs. 2.32 The system of the bilabials differs in the three languages 
according to the etymology of the words in which they occur. In Ottoman 
p: b opposition in word-initial position is possible only in word-pairs of 
which one or both aro of non-Turkish origin, while the same opposition 
is possible in other positions between words irrespective of their origin. 
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In Kalmuck the p: b opposition occurs only in word-pairs where one or 
both of the words are of non-Mongolian origin and —as it has been said - in 
initial position. In Nanai p and b occur in words irrespective of their origin. 
2.33 The system of the opposition of the bilabial stops is different in the 
three languages according to the historical antecedents of the phonemes 
in question. Ottoman Turkish b, p, m in original Turkish words correspond 
to one phoneme in the proto-system: b. Kalmuck p — as I have pointed 
out' — is of non-Mongolian origin, while b and in have b and m as their ante-
cedents in the proto-system. Nanai p, b and m go back to the same separate 
phonemes p, b and m in the proto-system. 2.34 The functional frequency 
of the three phonemes is different in the three languages. The frequency 
(in per cent) of lexical types in initial position: 
P b m 
Ottoman 13 32 55 
Kalmuck 2.5 70 27.5 
Nanai 35 30 35 
Ottoman has a great functional load- on the phoneme m, Kalmuck an even 
greater on b, while the eystem of Nanai is well balanced. Ottoman would 
give a quite different picture if wo investigated the same feature in words 
of only Turkish origin, in this case b has a higher and m a lower frequency 
percentage. In the case of pure Mongolian words, Kalmuck would have 
zero percentage for p, but this would not influence the distribution of b and 
m. In Nanai tho exclusion of non-Nanai words would give no difference. 
I t would be very interesting to investigate the frequency of the given 
phonemes'in non-initial position, further to calculate tho token-frequency 
in eeveral types of texts. To this we have not enough preliminary work 
a t our disposal, but tho results would not be~ essentially different. 
2.4 Historical comparison. For two of the three languages we can give 
- an earlier segment. For Turkish I chose the lexicul stock of tho work of 
KaSyari (1072 A.D.), for Kalmuck the lexical stock of the Secret History 
of tho Mongols (13th century). For Nanai we would have to give the figures 
of Juchen but tho material is not yet processed. 
p b in 
KaSyarl 0.5 87.5 12 
Secret Hist. — 78 22 
As can be seen, KaSyari corroborates our analysis of Ottoman, b has 2 5 
times greater frequency than m. The Secret History has practically the 
same distribution as present-day' Kalmuck. If we investigate tho lexical 
stock with bilabial initials of KaSyari, we find that m is present in initial 
position only in threo cases: (a) in words which have nasal consonant in 
the second syllable, (b) in words which have as variant forms with initial 
b- and (c) in words of non-Turkish origin. These show the obviously sec-
ondary origin of the phoneme m in initial position and allow us to state 
that m was not an independent phoneme in initial position in the earlier 
phase of development. 
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2.5 Three types of development. We can state three types of development: 
Ottoman Kalmuck Nanai 
p : b : m P — • p;b:m p :b :m II l i t 
B B M * P B M 
The diachronic dissimilarity is reflected by the positional and functional 
analysis of the synchronic system. 
2.6 Conclusions. We have found significant typological similarities in the 
structure of the phonemic oppositions of the bilabial stops in the three 
investigated languuges. (2.2) But behind the similarities — which are all 
of static character — we found important differences both in the static 
and the dynamic typology of the structure of the bilabial stops. These 
typological differences show a divergenpy. The present similar situation 
goes back to a historically antecedent dissimilar situation. The course of 
development in tho three languages was also entirely different from the 
typological point of view. Kalmuck p is a loan-phoneme from Russian, 
Ottoman p is a secondary phoneme, the development of which was probably 
caused primarily by internal processes of the development of the Ottoman 
phonemic-system and only secondarily evoked by the massive influence 
of Arabic and Persian. Both Ottoman and Kalmuck p in initial position 
had not yet become organic parts of the respective phonemic Bystems but 
in different measure, while Nanai p is an 'organic' phoneme, as has been 
proved by the positional and functional analysis. Kalmuck p is restricted 
to one single, Ottoman p to more positions, while Nanai p is not restricted 
a t all. Our analysis has shown that the system of bilabials in the three 
languages is not the result of a common genetic origin. I wish to emphasize 
tfiat the above typological analysis does not constitute a sufficient argument 
for rejecting the genetic relationship of the three languages and of their 
groups. I t is only one vote against it, but a vote to be counted. 
My concrete example can be perhaps also taken as an illustration of my 
theoretical statements. Dynamic typology and historical linguistics are 
two aspects of one and the same science having the same object and the 
same method. 
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SOME PROBLEMS OF ANCIENT TURKIC 
- • • . . • BY • " 
A.RÖNA-TAS 
; Budapest 
For anyone working in the field of Altaic linguistic history, it-
M/essential to form some definitive views about the point of 
departure. Leaving aside the vexed.question of the Altaic pröto-
language for each of the three Altaic language groups, a hypothe-
tical Common Language is. used for reconstruction: Common?, 
Turkic, Common Mongolian and Common Manchu-Tungusian: 
On the other hand, the period of the oldest monuments of these 
language-groups is usually labelled as Old Turkish, Old Mongo-
lian and Old Manchu-Tiingusian.1 Old Turkish can be divided 
into three rjsub:periods: Early Old Turkish from the time of the : 
formation of the Turkish Khaganate up till the first known 
linguistic monuments in Runic script. Middle Old Turkish from 
these times till the arrival of the Arabs in the Turkish world, and 
Late Old Turkish till the time of the Mongols of Chingis khan * 
1 From the fact that the "Old" period Is a period of the flrst documents of the 
language, It U clear that Old Turkish, Old Mongolian and Old Manchu-Tungusian 
are not necessarily overlapping periods. All end in the 13th century with the events. 
of the rising Mongolian 'Empire, but the beginning of Old Mongolian, Including 
Tu-yO-hun and Kltal, and the beginning of Old Manchu-Tungusian, including 
Jüchen, I* an open question. 
* There Is also an other usage which marks the end of Old Turkish or Alttilrkisch 
with the appearance of the Arabs, and calls Middle Turkish or Mitlclltirkisch the 
later period. A. von Gabain (AlUürklschc Grammatik, pp. 1-3) uses the term All-
türkisch in the sense of the language "der noch nicht vom Islam berührten Türken 
Mittelasiens," which means that the late Uigur documents of Turfan (13th century) ' 
are AlltUrklsch while Käsyarls Dludn (1074) Is MittcMrkisch, as it Is also called by 
Brockelmann. Poppe uses Ancient Turkic for our Old Turkish, but for the period 
6th—loth centuries, Middle Turkic begins with the loth century and lasts till the 
15th (see Introduction to Altaic Linguistic», Wlesba'den 1965, pp. 59-67). According 
7 
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But what was there before Old Turkish, that is earlier than the 
6th century? Was this period—which we could call Ancient 
Turkic*—a linguistically homogeneous one? Are we confronted 
with a Common or Proto-Language from which all the phenomena 
of the later periods can be definitively and unambiguously inter-
preted? It is clear that the Turkic languages prior to the 6th 
century were far from being homogenous. Theoretically, we can 
divide this Ancient Turkic language into two periods. The one 
nearer to Old Turkish was a period when the peoples and lan-
guages, later forming the Turkish Empire, were already inde-
pendent but still in close contact with each other, or some of 
each other.4 This was bound to result in early linguistic contacts 
among the Turkish languages and language-groups. 
In the earlier period of Ancient Turkic, the later languages 
were only dialects and these dialects existed in a more or less 
continuous but vast territory. This period must have lasted for 
a very long time, and if there ever was a homogeneous Proto or 
Common Turkic language, it could only have existed prior to this. 
to Slnor (Introduction a Vtlude de l'Eurasle Centrale, 'Wiesbaden 1063, p. 86) 
"turc-anclen" or "vieux-turc" covers the period trom the 8th till the 14th century. 
Baskakov (Voedente a tzuiente (jurksklck jazykoo, Moscow 1962, p. 123) uses the 
term dreoneljurksklj tor the epoch lasting from the 5th till the loth century with 
subperlods such as Tu-chQeh (5th-8th centuries), Old Uigur (8-th-9th centuries) 
and Old Kirglz (9th-10th centuries). Malov (Pamjalnlkl dreoneljurkskoj pis' 
mennosll, Moscow-Leningrad 1951, p. 3) uses the same term dreoneljurksklj tor the 
periods trom 5th till the 15th centuries. Similar lnconsistenclttes could be quoted 
from many other works, but I do not consider the question of periodlsation very 
important. It Is merely a methodological help to arrange events, and ea^h 
periodizatlon can have good arguments in its favour. 
1 I use the Ancient and Old Turkish terms for the so called x-languages, and 
Turkic for the combined and r-languages. Poppe's Turkish is Modern Ottoman 
Turkish. We also have to speak about Old Bulgarian from the 6th till the 13th 
centuries (including the Danube and the Volga Bulgarians); thus Old Turkic 
means Old Turkish and Old Bulgaria^. Ancient Turkic was called by Baskakov 
(op. cit., p. 118) and Poppe (op. cit., p. 57), the period of the language of the Huns. 
According to Baskakov, It lasted from 3rd century B.C. till the 4th century A.D. 
Since we know practically nothing about the language of the Huns, which was 
surely a more ethnical and political than a llngulstlcal designation, I consider it 
more convenient to use the term Ancient Turkic. 
* Late Ancient Turkic Is practically the, same epoch as Baskakov's "Hun 
period." 
s 
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I have sketched all this merely to make it clear that it is surely 
an oversimplification to assume a homogeneous Common Turkic 
—not to speak of Altaic—without taking into account Ancient 
Turkic and trying to interpret on its basis phenomena in Old 
Turkish, Middle Turkish and New Turkish. It could be counter-
argued that we know nothing about Ancient Turkic. This is not 
a valid argument, since Common Turkic is also a reconstructed 
form, and if any period can be reconstructed from Turkish lin-
guistic monuments and the present languages and dialects, then 
it is surely that form which is the nearest to Old Turkish and not 
that which is the farthest from it.' 
It seems to me, that quite a few problems of Turkish linguistic 
history can be solved more easily from a heterogeneous Ancient 
Turkic than from a homogeneous Common Turkic. To make 
this clear: if in a language B we find a phenomenon b and in a 
language C we meet a feature c, it is not certain that this can be 
interpreted if we only suppose a proto-language A with the 
feature a from which features b and c can be deduced genetically. 
This is the old problem of the "Wellentheorie" versus the "Stamm-
baumtheo.rie.4" The two theories do not necessarily exclude each 
other; they can be combined, and general linguistic experience 
teaches us that they must be combined. I would like, now, to 
put aside the question of a hypothetical, homogeneous Common 
* It could be argued that there Is no need to distinguish between Ancient and 
Common Turkic. I consider the difference between the homogeneous and hetero-
geneous (dialectal) stages essential. 
• The "Stammbaumtheorle" was put forward on the Influence of Darwin by 
Schleicher (Die Darwlnische Theorle und die Sprachwhttnschafl, Weimar 1863). 
The filiation of the languages was symbolized by the genetlcal tree similar to tha t 
of the living world. This theory was widely accepted, mainly by the Influence of 
Max MOller. The "Wellentheorie" was outlined by Johannes Schmidt in his book 
DU VerwandltchafliDerhdlllnltse der Indogermanltchen Sprachen, Weimar 1872, 
and Independently, similar Ideas were pointed out In an early but then unpublished 
work of Schuchardt. Schmidt stressed that many features of the Indoeuropean 
languages can not be Interpreted by the family-tree. The IB protolanguage had 
dialects, and some linguistic innovations spread over this dialectal territory as 
waves in the water. Although Schleicher never denied that there could have been 
contacts among the languages already separated, and Schmidt never denied tha t 
there was a homogeneous pre-Indoeuropean language, later studies tried to make 
two separate theories of them. -
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Turkic, leave sophistication about its reality1 to later research and 
concentrate on Early Ancient Turkic. 
Having a more or less continuous linguistic area inhabited by 
speakers of various Ancient Turkic dialects, theoretically, we have 
to suppose that, in this period, things happened practically in the 
same way as they do in all similar cases. There were differences 
among dialects, but the isoglosses of the dialectal phenomena did 
not coincide in each case with the borders of the dialects. More-
over, there were features spreading over the territory—phonolo-
gical, morphological and syntactical—but their isoglosses and the 
isoglosses of their realisations in concrete words, formatives etc., 
were not necessarily the same in each case. These are well-known 
facts to everyone acquainted with the theory of linguistic geo-
graphy. .Linguistic changes began as slowly consolidating tenden-
cies with the old and new features coexisting in one synchronic 
unity. Some changes created doublets which then became sta-
bilized and continued side by side in later periods as frozen 
survivals of an old variation. To illustrate what I mean I will 
now refer to the history of some non-Altaic languages. 
In 16th century French there was a tendency in statu nascendi 
for a change: r > z. .The French equivalent of Latin cathedra: 
chaire became, in the Paris dialect, chaise as plre > pise, mire > 
* There Is a general controversy about the reality ot the protolanguages. The 
formulation of Bloomfleld is ambiguous: "A reconstructed form, then, is a formula 
that tells us which identities or systematic correspondences of phonemes appear in 
a set of related languages, moreover, since these identities and correspondences 
reflect features that were already present in the parent language, the reconstructed 
form is also a kind of phonemic diagram of the ancestral form" (Language, pp. 302-
303). Pulgram (The nature and use of prate-languages: Lingua X (1961) pp. 18-37) 
thinks that the protolanguage is only a methodological device, a formula, but not 
a real language. RetormatsktJ (Voedenle v Jatykoznanle, Moscow. 1960, pp. 325-
326) polemizing with Melllet, stresses that the proto-language was a historical 
reality. It can not be questioned that, in spme cases, the starting point of a set of 
related languages was a homogeneous linguistic unit, In the measure that homo-
geneity exists at all. It Is another question whether In all cases of related languages 
we have to depart from a homogeneous proto-language. Trubetzkoy writes: "Der 
Begrlfl "Sprachfamllie" setzt gar nlcht die gemelnsame Abstammung elner Anzahl 
von Sprachen von einer elnzigen Ursprache voraus" (Gedanken Uber da» Indo-
germanenproblem, Acta Ltngulsttea, Copenhagen 19J6, p. 81). I try to discuss these 
problems in a forthcoming work: Linguistic Theory and Llngusiie Relationship". 
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m ige, bericles > beaicle etc. But this tendency later lost ground and 
ceased. Only the doublet chaire and chaise preserved this dialectal 
tendency.* In the 4th century B.C. Latin there was a tendency 
for a change of the intervocalic [-z] to [-/-], as in pecm ~ pecoris, 
(< pecosis)• honos ~ honoris (< honosis > (honor) or dsa > Bra etc. 
But in the word positus, the [-;-] was preserved because of the 
clear etymological contact with situs. Thus, we had later a pre-
served [-Z-] in front of a [-Z-] > [-r-] in the same linguistic unity. 
Corresponding to German Haselnuss, we have English hazel-nut 
where intervocalic -z- is preserved while German Hase figures in 
English as hare10 with a sporadic [z] > '[r] development, and thus 
we have historical doublets [-z-] > [-z-] and [-z-] > [-r-]. 
Doublets preserving older synchronic alternations are evidenced 
from all languages. In most of the cases, the semantics of the two 
words diverged. Such well-known examples are: German Reiter 
and Ritter, Bett and Beet, Rabe and Rappe, French plier and 
ployer, Finnish kaiuo "well, fountain," kaiuu "pit, cavity"—and 
so on. It is especially interesting that in Hungarian we have such 
doublets as hajlik "to bend" and kajla "bent, awry." The Finno-
1 Cf. P. 'de Saussure, Cours de linguistique générale, Paris 1931, p. 214, K. 
VoreUsch-G. Rohlfs, Einführung In das Studium der Allfranzösischen Sprache, 
Halle, 1B51, p. 243, G. Gougenhelm, Grammaire de la langue française du seizième 
slide, Lyon-Paris 1951, p. 30, Grétay L., A stàhasadas (The word-spllt), Budapest 
1962, pp. 16-17. This latter work is an excellent monograph on the theory and 
Hungarian realisation of the linguistic doublets. I quote here and below examples 
with i> r and r > t 'developments In the hope that It will be clear from them, 
that the problem of rotaclsm and lambdaclsm can not, be solved on pure phonetlcal 
considerations. It Is a basic rule of historical phonology, that if and where, a 
phonetlcal development Is possible, the reverse development is also possible. 
(See also B. A. Serebrennlkov, O nekotorgch sporngch ooprosach sraonltel'nolslorice-
skoj fonetikt (Jurkskich Jazgkoo: Voprosg JazykoznanIJa 1960, pp. 62-72). 
' As It is well known, Ramstedt proposed to connect the Mongolian, htlker < 
*pUker with Latin pecoris. Since the r-form Is not older In Latin than the middle of 
the 4th century B.C., this etymology can surely be dismissed. The Italian languages 
other than Latin, preserved the IE -s-, as Osklan and Umbrlan. See F. Stolz-
J . H. Schmalz, Lateinische Grammatik, Handbuch der Klassischen Altertumswissen-
schaft II, München 1890, p. 299, M. Niedermann, Phoniltque historique du latln, 
Paris, 1959, pp. 129-130, L. R. Palmer, The Latin Language, London, (1954) 
p. 230. 
" See Bonfante, Qn reconstruction and linguistic method: Word I (1945), p. 130, 
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Ugrian velar q- became, in almost all cases, h- in Hungarian, but 
sporadically q- is preserved, as in the case above.11 
Let us now suppose that in a period of Early Ancient Tiirkic, 
in one area of its linguistic territory, the\oppositipn of old r : z 
and l:S was weakened. What happened? In the epicentre of the 
phenomenon, the tendency of the fusion of the two phonemes 
was strong, while in farther places there was only, in a lessening 
degree, an alternation. In some places and in some words the 
fusion occurred while in others it did not. If this is true, we have 
to find the lexical isoglosses pertaining to this feature in the 
epicentre practically parallel, while in other places they are more 
or less intersecting. Furthermore, we have to find doublets which 
conserved this old situation. The study of the words with so-
called rotacisin and lambdacism fully proves that, in reality, 
this is what actually happened. 
Before presenting my material to show that the distribution of 
the forms with z and r and í and / respectively looks entirely like 
a dialectal distribution, I must call attention to the fact that it 
is not in each case that we have to do with the remnants of this 
* 
Ancient Turkic dialectal variation. In some instances of doublets 
we have to do with Chuvash or Mongolian loanwords. 
In the case of Turkish kiiziik "heddle," the Tatar equivalent 
of the word (köre) must be a Chuvash loanword because of 
phonological and linguistic-geographical reasons.18 It is certain 
that the name of the fish "pike perch, Lucioperca Sandra," in 
Bashkir (htta), Tatar and Karakalpak (slla) are also of Chuvash 
origin.18 The Jakut word sum, "to write," is of Mongolian origin 
" For details and bibliography see Grétsy L., op. eit., pp. 16-19, 178. 
" Küzük (KáSyarl), ktlsUk (AbO HayySn), küzük (Klrg), küziik (New Uig), 
küzük glp (TurklT), gixzlg glyti (Yellow Ulg). The Chuvash form is klri, here and 
the r-form Is also present In Bashkir as körös. The Altai kiiriik "petlja," Baraba 
klirUk "Hacken" and Jakut kilrfik, külük "krjuk" or at least the two second are 
surely Russian loanwords. The absence of the final -k, the illabiality of the second 
vowel and the fact that the word occurs in this form only In languages being in 
contact with Chuvasli are arguments In favour of the loanword character of Tatar 
köre. 
" I have dealt with this word during the 27th Congress of Orientalists. The 
Chuvash form Of the word Is iála < Sila < Sliay < iilük < SiSak < tiSOk. Fortunately 
we have documentation for all stages. Slla Is present In Bashkir Tatar and Karak-
alpak, sllőy in Hungarian (Slleu > Süllő), all with the meaning "ilsh with teeth" 
12 
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(cf. Mongolian Juru- < Jiru- ~ Turkish yaz-) or Jakut boruo-Sku, 
"calf," also points clearly to Mongolian borö (< birayu ~ Turkish 
bTzqyu). Such examples are numerous, we And them not only in 
i.e. "Lucioperca Sandra," which is calqued by Hugarlan fogas "flsh with teeth," by 
German Zahnftsh and Zander "id. ," while the Hungarian word was borrowed by 
Rumanian (}alau, fuleu), by Slovaklan (HI, Silec), and by Old Bavarian (Schiele). 
The form iiläk found its way into Mongolian where It figures as ille'ii in the Secret 
History; later it is present In Klterary Mongolian as »lllige and in Buryat as ililge 
with the meaning "two years old lamb," i.e. " the animal with full teeth; which 
dropped the milk-teeth." The same meaning has the Turkish word iiiäk, which 
Is present In Husrav and SIrIn, in Ibn Mulianna, in the Anonymous of Leiden, 
AbQ Hayyfin, Bulyat al-MuUfiq and the at-Tuhfut. The modern Turkish languages 
know the word In the same or similar meanings (Tatar, Bashkir, Osmanli, Üzbek, 
Turki, Baraba, Sor.) The term is calqued by Mongolian sldüleng " two year old 
Iamb" I.e. "the animal with full teeth (sldiin)." The form with the original I- is 
present In the Dlvdn of Kääyarl as ItSäk "two year old lamb," and in Jakut lliägä, 
Itsäyd also t/gese, llgätä "trechlravnoe Uvotnoe, telenok ill terebenok po tretemu 
godu (dvuchletnyj, dvuletok, strlgun), tol'ko oseni i togo goda u nich vypadajut 
nioloinUe zubü poCemu nazyvajut 'sja takte llslr tlsäy(a)ä" (PekarskiJ). The word 
is a deverbal noun from Ihä- cf. Hid- "nach den Milchzahnen die zweiten Zähne 
bekommen" (Kazak Radio« Wb III 1395). On the suffix see: E. V. Sevortjan, 
Afflksy Imennogo sloooobratovanlja o azerbajdlanskom Jazyke, Moscow 1966, pp. ZOO-
SIT. The word SliOk was connected with its- (<*tll) " to swell" by Radloff (Wb., 
IV 1084), by Scerbak (NazuanIJa domaSnych t dlklch tlvotnych v (Jurksklch jazykach: 
Istorileskoe razvllle lekslkl IJurksklch Jazykov, Moscow 1961, p. 115) and Doerfer 
(Türkische und Mongolische Elemente Im Neupersischen IU, Wiesbaden 1967,, 
p. 328 where the Persian and Armenian forms are also quoted). The counting an 
animal's age by its teeth is a well known practice among the Turks and Mongols 
(see yK. Uray-Köhalml, Zwei Systeme der Altersbezeichnungen des Viehes bei den 
Mongolen: Studio Mongollca I: 31, Ulan Bator 1959, pp. 3-9.). The Mongolian form 
was re-borrowed by Hakass (slleke) and Tuva (iilege), while the Mongolian sldilleng 
was borrowed by Jakut (Sildlileo). The history of this word shows tha t the 
'Mongolian word had to be a loanword from Old Bulgarian, since if we suppose a 
hypothetical "Altaic" *lll-ek we would then expect Mongolian 'liliige or '¿ilegU. 
The word Is present In Old Bulgarian with i- (cf. Hungarian. In the Chuvash 
language, " tooth" is Säl < 'Sil and Säla was borrowed by Cheremiss: Sala "Pike 
perch"). The Mongolian form slle'U < sllegil clearly shows the Bulgarian origin of 
the word. The history of this word not only shows a clear and unambiguous example 
of a Bulgarian loanword In Mongolian, but also gives a hint to a relative chronology. 
This word could be lent only in a time when animal-breeding was already highly 
developed. This says no more, but no less than that there was an Ancient Bulgarian 
and Ancient Mongolian contact. I have no place here to quote the well-known 
controversy around the "Altaic affinity," nor outline in full my opinion, which I 
try to do in my forthcoming work on the Altaic hypothesis. 
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the Siberian, but also in other Turkish languages. It is clear that 
such examples have to be separated. 
In the case of Turkish bai, "head," and köz, "eye," we expect 
forms in Chuvash with / and r respectively. However this is not 
the case, because we find pui and kuá. These Chuvash words can-
not be loanwords and there is no reason for supposing a compli-
cated starred form as e.g. baltä.1* It simply happened that these 
two words, having a great functional frequency, did not undergo 
the fusion z > r and S > I, and thus preserved an earlier stage 
as Latin positus or Hungarian kajla. The fusion of z and r and S 
and / respectively was not an "ausnahmsloses Lautgesetz," it 
was only a tendency which was very strong in the territory of the 
later Bulgarian languages.. 
While in the cases above we have z and ¿-forms preserved in 
Chuvash, in other cases we find r and I forms in Turkish. 
The Turkish word ögiiz "mucus"11 has an r-form in Kirgiz 
(ögör), in Altai (ögör) and in Jakut (ögür). It cannot excluded 
that these are Mongolian loanwords (cf. Mong. önggör "id."), 
but it is surprising that we also find the z-form in Jakut (ögiis < 
*ögüz) with the same meaning and this can hardly be reconciled 
with supposing the borrowing of the r-form. The Turkish word 
izdä- "to seek, search" occurs in most of the Turkish languages 
with -z.le Therefore, the Jakut form irdä-, irdiä- could, perhaps, 
be a Mongolian loanword, though we have not yet been able to 
find it. But, we do find the -r form in the work of Kääyarl, and 
this points to the fact that here we have to do with an old isogloss. 
The Mishär kőfér, kiber" "proud," the Kirgiz kibir "medlitel'nyj 
(delovek), kopuSa, mjamlja" seems to be a Chuvash loanword 
(cf. Chuvash kapdr "narjad" > Cheremiss: kovra, kovora "Stut-
zer," kaß3r "Stolz"). But If we take into account that we find 
" See Ramstedt, Einführung in die AUaische Sprachwissenschaft I. Lautlehre, 
MSFOu 104:1, 1957, p. 109. . r 
" Cf. Bashkir Ufjei "plesen", grlbok", Jakut UgUs, őglls "vjazkaja siis', vjazkaja ' 
neílstota, prista]u!Ca]a k stenkam raoloinoj posudy" (Pekarski]). 
" The word is a denominál verb of Is "trace." The verb can be met with, among 
other sources, in the Amonymous of Leiden (äzdä- read tzdä-), in the Qawfinln 
(itda-), In some Armeno-Kipchak documents (izda-, Izla-, Grunin, Deny). 
" Cf. ktivcz (Kääyarl), küoezlü (Codex Cpmanicus), köyäz (Tatar), ktiuiäs 
(Misher), küyez (Nogal), güvez (Osmanii dialect). 
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an r-form in the Qutadyu Bilig with Uighur script (Vienna Ms 
24:15 kiber)" corresponding to the form kiivez of the Namagan 
MS in Arabic (41:1) then we have to consider the early occurrence 
of the r-form in Turkish. The /-forms of the Turkish word tiiS 
"dream" in New Uigur (? didli- "to speak while dreaming"), 
in Yellow Uigur (tel) and in Jakut (tül) do not seem to be Chuvash 
or Mongolian loanwords, since in Chuvash we have tilik (< 
*töläk), and in Mongolian tölge (< *töleg), the latter in the sence 
of "fortune-telling."1* On the other hand, Tuva tölge "fortune-
telling" and Kirgiz tölgö "id." are Mongolian loanwords. The I 
of Jakut and Yellow Uigur must bß-very old because we find it 
in some of the old Uigur records of Turkestan.*0 
The earliest occurrence of the word biiz- "to fold, to press 
„ together" is found in the work of Abu HayySn in 1313. The 
z-form can be found only in the Oguz languages, in Turkmen, 
Azeri and Osmanli.*1 The r-form can be observed in K&Syari's 
work, in Tatar, Bashkir, Kirgiz, Turkmen, Osmanli, New Uigur, 
Turki, Altai, Jakut and derivatives e.g. the word for "headshawl" 
is found in almost all Turkish languages.** 
>• Bill alio kebet (134:7), kübet (66:20). Mort of the Turklsk -r-forms are ol 
Arable origin (-«- kiber). But Mongolian köger has preserved a Turcic -r-form. 
>* See Manchu lolgl- " t räumen", Evenki, Negldal, Nani tolkln "sno, snovidenle", 
OICa tollln "id.", Manchu tolgln "id.", the verbal form Is in Evenki tolkit- Solon 
totkllt; Negldal tolktlt-, Even tolkat-, Orot toklll, Orok toliltU-, Olda tolllll-. Nana], 
Manchu tolkele-. The Manchu-Tunguslan forms go back to a form 'tölkt-, which 
has to be a relatively old Mongolian loanword. 
•• Cf. F .W. K. Müller, Vigurica 110:5, p. 50, Uigurica II, 24:27, 58:1, Suvarna-
prabhtua 503:23, 594:5, Radloff-Malov, Vlgurleche Sprachdenkmäler 96:79. The 
verb tUta- occurs In Vtgurlca II 24:27 and KäSyarl where tUi lUiä- Is recorded. 
The l-form ii known in almost all Middle Turkish sources and present languages. 
•> TOrkmen: bUx- "sokrat l t ' , sutivat ' , s u t l t ' A z e H büz- " s t jag lvaf , s i lmat ' . 
mori i i t ' , " Osmanli biiz- " to contract, constrict, make narrow." 
- BOr- "zusammendrücken" (Kfityarl), bUrli- "Falte, Runzel" (KäSyarl), 
bilrliniiik "Frauenschleicher" (KäSyarl), bilrünlüklüg "woman with veil" (Husrav 
and Sirin), bürünläk, bUrUn/Ok "shawl tor the head" (Chagatal), btirkü "slack 
weather, heat" (Aba Hayyfln, Bulyat al-Muätflq), btlrkUt "women's over-dress" 
(at-Tubfat), Mr- " 'delat' sborki, skladki" (Tatar, Bashkir), bür- "zaäivat' na skoruju 
ruku. i inlf " , bürkö- "pokryya t ' " (Kirgiz), bür- "ylglrmak, büzmek( 1)" (TOrkmen), 
bilrii- " to cover up, to envelop, to wrap" (Osmanli), piir- "delat* skladki" (New 
Uigur), bUrti- " to wrinkle" (Turki), blirme " jkladka, sborka (na plat 'e)" (Altai), 
parke- "nakryvat", pokryt', zabernut' vo i ton ibud ' " (Altai Verbicki]) pür- "svivat ' , 
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The verb köii-, "to make shadow, to cover," occurs; in the 
Divan of KSSyarl together with the derivatives such as: köSigä 
"shadow," köiik "shadow, cover." The derivative köSige "curtain, 
cover" is present in Tatar, Kirgiz, Osmanli, Turki, Hakass, 
Tuva; .perhaps, some of them are re-borrowings from Mon-
golian.13 The /-form in the basic verb is present in Hakass (köle-) 
and Altai (Jfcö/ö-),' its derivative kölik, kölägä "shadow" can be 
met with as early as KäSyari, in Middle Turkish documents as 
the tefsir published by Borovkov, in Husrav and Sírin, among 
the Turkmen words of the Leiden Anonym, in Chagatai, at Abu 
Hayyfin in the Bulyat al-MuStäq, in the at-Tuhfat, in the Qawänin, 
and in almost all of the present languages.*4 
In the cases enumerated, which could easily be multiplied, we 
find no semantic differences or, at any rate, not significant ones, 
between the doublets. But as I referred to in the cases of chaire 
and chaise, or Rabe and Rappe, etc., it is very common that there 
is not only a split in the form, but also a split in the semantic field. 
skladyvat'" (Altai Teleut Verbicklj), pilr- "zavertyvat', svorääivat' íto-i. zat-
jagivat', delat' sborkl" (Hakass), bürge- "overtyvat', zakorativat', zavolaklvat'" 
(Tuva), Wir- "obkladyvat', obilvat', opuSat', okajmljat' (kraja sumy), podrubli-
vat'," see also Mongolian burl- "to cover, envelop, upholster," Evenki biirkl 
" 'svjazyvat' tal'nikl v vjazankl". 
u Köilge "rideau de Ut" (Uigur vocabulary of the Ming period), kőiegen (Codex 
Cumanicus) "Bettgardine", kSlBnä "cupola" (at-Tuhafat), küiägä "börkentäek, 
dillän" (Tatar dialectal), kőiögő "canaves" (Kirgiz), ktfelik "a thing or piece tor a 
corner, chimney-cloth" (cf. köjc "corner" Osmanli), köiUk "setka dija perevoxkl 
sena 1 soiomy" (TurkiKuCa), köiögö "sanaves" (Altai), közege "id." (Hakass), 
közeoe "id." (Hakass dialectal), közöoö "der Vorhang vor dem Bette" (Hakass 
Kyzyl Radlofl Wörtb. III301), kötege "zanaves, Itara" (Tuva). 
** KSlik "Schatten", köl'lgä "Tiefer SchatUn" (Kääyarl), köläkä, kSlkä " t en ' " 
(Tefsir), kSUUkä, köilge "shadow" (Husrav and Slrln), kölägä "id." (TOrkmen in the 
Leiden Anonymous), kölägä (Chagatai), kaläk "id.", kölägä "id.", ifilgäg "id." 
(AbQ Hayyfin), kölgäg "id." (Butyat al-Mnitfiq), kölSgS (at-Tuhfat), kölgäy (QawfinI), 
küiägä (Tatar, Bashkir), kölökő (Kirgiz), kölögkO (Kazak Radlofl II 1271), kűlge, 
kdlege (Türkmen), kölfc (Azeri), kergá (Afshar), gölgt (Osmanli), kötängä, kölänkä 
(New Uigur), kötängä (Turki Turfan), külägei (Turki Aksu), köläfjkl (Taranii), 
kül'eke, kül'exke (YeUow Uigur), kölötkt (Altai), kölöyö (Altai Teleut Radloff I | 
1271), .kölöoö "der Hinterhalt, Laueort, Anstand, Wall, die Schanze" (Baraba 
Radlofl II 1272), kdlätkl (Hakass Sagai, Koibal, Sor Radlofl II 1270), köläk (Sor, 
Hakass Sagai Radlofl II 1270), kölö- "verfinstern, beschatten, schfirzen vom 
Rauche, Russa "(Altai Radlofl II 1270), köle- "zaslonjat' kogo-ito-1., davat' t en ' " 
(Hakass), xölege " ten ' " (Tuva), külük "id." (Jakut). 
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The Turks had, and most of them still do, have two words for 
"to write." Biti- was the word for writing with the brush, and 
yaz- for "cut, score, notch the Runic script." Yaz- can be found 
in the Uigur monuments of Turfan, in KaSyari, in almost all of 
the Middle Turkish documents and in New Turkish, in the 
Kipchak, Oguz and Turkestan languages, but not in the Siberian 
languages and Jakut." The -r-form (yar-) developed in the 
sense "to split, carve," and occurs in the Runic Irk bitig, in 
numerous old monuments, and from the recent languages86 in 
the Kipchak, Oguz, Turkestan and Siberian languages. It is 
important that these two words did not converge in Chuvash 
where we find ilr- "write" and £ur- "split."17 
The word laS- "to pierce, to make a hole" occurs in KaSyari's 
work only in the passive voice (taiil- "durchbort werden"), the 
stein can be met with in Husrav and Sirin, Chagatai, in the work 
of the Anonymous of Leiden, in the at-Tuhfat, in the Qawanin, 
in the recent languages in the Kipchak, Oguz, Turkestan and 
Siberian languages and in Jakut.*8 The /-form of the word shows 
M On the distribution of the words with the meaning " to write" see A. Bodrog-
li^eli, Early Turkish terms connected with book and writing: Acta Orient.. Hung. 
XVIII (1965), pp. 93-117 and A. Rdna-Tas, Some notes on the terminology of 
'Mongolian writing-. Acta Orient. Hung. XVIII (1965), pp. 119-147. 
•• Yar- (Irk bitig, Qutadyu Bilig Vienna Ms, KSSyarl), yaril- "sich spalten" 
(Turfantexte VI 46:375), yar- "raskalyvat' , rassekat '" (Tefslr), yar- "fendre" 
(Chagatai), yarma "Holzscheit, 'en gespalden holcz '" (Codex Cumanicus) yaril-
"gespalten werden" (ibid), yar-"kolot', raskalyvat', rassekat', rasSCepljat'" (Tatar, 
Bashkir), diar- "Id." (Kirgiz), yar- " id." (TUrkmen, Azeri, Osmanll), yar- (Turki), 
ttar- "Idl" (Altai), liar- "Id." (Hakass, Tuva). 
" "Rvat*, razryvat' , kolot', pliit', porot', razrezat', borozdit '" (cf. Sirotkin, 
' CuoaSsko-russktj slovar', p. 369). 
" Cf. tllS "toporik (s lezviem, nasaiennym poperek toporlca)" (Tefsir), tei-
" to pierce", US- " to make a hole", til "hole" (Chagatai), dti- " to bore" (Leiden), 
Ieimek "hole", feif* "Id." (Codex Cumanicus), Mi- " t o bore, pierce" (at-Tuhfat), 
las- " id." (Qawanin), teilk "hole" (Armeno-Kipchak, Grunln), US- "dyr ja t" . 
Tatar, Bashkir), tei- "prodyrjavit ' , p ro tyka t ' " , leiik "dyra" (Kirgiz), del- "dyrjavlt", 
sverlit '" (Azeri), deS- "prodyr javi t ' " (Turkmen), dej- " to incise, to lay open" 
(Osmanll), leSIS "prodyrjavllvanlja", tSSlik, "otverstie, dyra", tdS-, toS- "dyrjavlt ' , 
delat' dyru" (New Uigur), lei-, tfS-, tas-, til- "to pierce, to perforate, to penetrate, 
to make hole" (Turki), t6Mk, tUSUk, tUSOk "hole" (Turki), tei- "prodyrjavit ' , 
p ro tknu t ' " , (Altai), tes- "durchschossen, durchboren" (Hakass Sagai, Kolbal 
Radloil IV 1097), lis- "prodyrjavfivat '" (Hakass), deS- "prodelyvat' otverstie, 
* 
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a duality already in the early dialects. In the Turfari documents 
and in KaSyari's work, it occurs with the meaning "to pierce, 
to make a hole." while in the inscriptions of Kul Tegin and 
Bilge Khagan, it has the meaning: "to split, to open." TJiis duality 
can also be met with later. In the Tefsir, both meanings are 
present, but in most of the present languages only the meaning 
"to split" occur, and it also has the meaning "to; make long 
stripes." This shows clearly the influence of the ward til "ton-
gue." Influenced by the word til, the vocalism of the word has 
also changed, becoming-i- (and its developments), but Azeri and 
Osmanli preserved the older -a-.*9 
The first occurrence of the word qaiuq "spoon" is found in 
the records in Brahmi script; and in the Uigur documents of 
Turfan, it occurs in almost all Middle Turkish sources and in 
the Kipchak, Oguz, Turkestan and Siberian Turkish languages.*0 
The Mongolian form of the word (qalbaya) was borrowed by the 
Altai, Sor, Hakass and Jakut languages." But the /-form qafaq 
prodyrjavl ivaf , vykulivat' (giaza)" (Tuva), fdt- "probivat ' (dol)ilt'), prokalyvut', 
prodyrjavit ' , prorezyvat '" (Jakut). 
" Cf. Kill Tegin East 22 fil'n- (also Bilge E 16), tSlln- "durchlocht warden" 
Turfantexte 18:32, cf. p. 18, Uigurtca til 37:3, Heilkunde 16:«), Oil- "durchboren", 
taiik "Bohrloch" (KfiSyarl), Ml- "probivat ' , dyr]avi t ' " , taiik, tdlUk "otverstlc, 
dyra" (Tefsir), til-, tdl- " to pierce" (Husrav and Slrln), tit- " to split" (Leiden), 
taiik "hole" (Aba Hayy&n), «dlifc, dMk " id." (Bulyat al-MuUftq), " to spill." 
(at-Tuhfat), tel- "Siepaf (luClnu), razrezat' v dllnu" (Tatar), tel- "razrezuf, 
prorezat' (lomtjaml 111 polosaml)" (Bashkir), til- razrezat' na uzkie poloskl, na 
lomtlki" (Klrglz), d//- "dilim-dillra edip kesmek, dllik atmak, yirmek" (Turkmen), 
dal- "p robyvaf , pronyzivat'" (Azeri), del- " to pierce, to perforate" (Osmanli), 
tit- "rezat* na kuski, razdel ja t ' " (New Uigur), tel- "rezat ' poloskaml (napr. dlnju)" 
(Turkl Hami), ttl- " to split, to cut anything Into strips lengthwise" (Turk! Shaw), 
III- "otdyrat ' , razdyrat ' na.melkle fasti , Sfepat', rezat' plastaml, remnjaini" 
(Altai), til- "otdlrat*, razdirat' ito-l. na melkie east!" (Hakass), dil- "pllit ', ras-
pillvat' (drevno na dosku), rezat', razrezat' (kotu ne remni)" (Tuva), tlr-, 01-, tU-
"razrezyvat' , 6£epat' (luClnu), rasSiepljat', otdeljat ' vdol' po slojam" (Jakut). 
" C f . hkaioq (Brahiql M:24), qaluq (Heilkunde II 18:63), qaiuq "Lflflel" 
qallqltq "zu LOileln geeignet" (KfiSyarl), qdSuq (Ibn Muhanna), qdilq (Ibn Muhanna 
1st), qaluq (Chagatai), qdfaq (Leiden), qaiuq (Codex Cuuianucus), qaiuq (Abu . 
HayySn), qaiuq (at-Tuhfat), qaiuq (Qayrfinln), xaiux (Armeno-Klpchak Deny, 
Grunin), kaiik (Tatar), qaitq (Bashkir), kaiik (Turkmen dial), gaiig (Azeri), kaftk 
(Osmanli), qoiuq (New Uigur), qaluq, qoiuq (Turkl), xazix (Hakass), kaiik (Sor 
Verbickij). 
" Cf. qalbaq "LOflel" (Kazak RadlolT II 270), kalbak "Id." (Altai), qalbayas 
» 
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in the meaning "little spoon, laddie, stirring wood" occurs in the 
Kipchak, Turkestan, Siberian languages and: as a Tatar loan-
word in Chuvash.** 
The word bileziik "bracelet" is a fusion of the words bilek 
"wrist" and yiiziik "ring." The earliest data is KaSyari, and it 
occurs in the Kipchak, Oguz, Siberian, Turkestan languages and 
in Jakut. The -r-form is present in Kirgiz, Azeri, Sart and Altai. 
It is remarkable that the Sart form (bilarziik) and the Azeri form 
(bilerzik) also contains -z-.M 
The word for "insect" is qoguz in the Turkish languages. We 
find it in the Runic inscription of Toyok, in Uigur records of -
Turfan, and in KS&yari'B Dludn. It occurs in almost all Middle 
Turkish documents, and in every recent Turkish language. Im-
portant is the Karaim of Troki, where instead of the intervocalic 
-g- an -m- (qomuz), and the Altai where the -g- disappeared and 
a secondary long vowel developed (qos, qozoq), we find that the 
same happened in Hakass (oc6s).u This word cannot be separated 
"«irokonosaja utka "(Sor, Hakass, Sagai Radio« I I 270), xalbayas "vid utki" 
(Hakass), xalba "u tka iz Sirokokljuvlch, tlrokonoska, soksun, Anas Clypeata Bris", 
xolbu (xalbt?) kit»** xalba, xalblga "malaja lo ika" (Jakut) . . 
** Cf. kalak " loika (metalilieskaja), lopatoika (derevjannaja)" (Tatar), qalaq 
"lotka, lopatka, lopatoika, Spate! '" (Bashkir), kalak "spvok, doska dlja raskaty-
vanlja testa, veslo" (Klrglz), qalaq "ein HOlzchen mlt flachera Ende, das man den 
Klndern s ta t t elnes LOflels glebt (Kazak Radlofl II 228), galam " lo ika" (Turkmen), 
qalaq "a kind of cushion In ring-form used on the pan when boiling food in steam 
(to prevent the steam from escaping)" (Turki), kalak "bol'Saja iolka inogda s 
dlraml dlja vylavllvanija rybu 1 pelmenej, meSalka, totU'naJa dostoika dlja 
propravlenl]a kos (senokosnych)" (Sor Verblckl]), xalax (Hakass Sagai), xafyax 
(Hakass), "mutovka (palka dlja razmeiivanija tidkogo tes ta" (Hakass dial), 
kalgak "povareSka, Cerpak" (Tuva), see also Chuvash kalak " lopatoika, mutovka, 
veslo" (from Tatar). 
u On this word, its history and distribution, see L. LlgeU Norm lure» poor 'fers; 
bracelet', bague' dans les langues slaoes et dans te kongrots: Stadia Slavica X I I (1966), 
pp. 249-250. 
M Cf. qoQut (Toyok: 29), qonqut (Turfantexle I I I 12:93), qoguz (Kfityrl), qonyuz 
(Chagatai), qonus (Bulyat al-Muitaq), onugus (read oguz, at-Tuhfat), koggiz 
(Tatar), quel* (Tatar Radlofl I I : 900), quo Id (Bashkir), koouz (Kirgiz), qomuz 
(Karaim Trocki, Radlofl I I : 671), konguf (Osmanli), qonyuz, qonyaz (New Uigur), 
qonyaz (Turkl), qunguz (Turki Shaw), kogls (Altai), q6z (Altai Teleut, Tuba Radlofl 
I I : 623), koous (Altai Teleut VerblckiJ), kools (Altai Teleut, Kumandu Verblckij), 
qooizaq "ein kleiner Kttfer" (Altai Teleut Radlofl .II 522), qOzoq " id ." (Altai Tuba 
Radlofl II 630), x6s (Russko-HakassklJ Slovar'). 
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from the word for "ant": qomursqa. This word occurs first in 
the Runic Irk bitig, then in such Middle Turkish documents as 
the Anonymous of Leiden, Abu Hayyin, Bulyat al-Mustaq, at-
• Tuhfat, and in the Modern Kipchak, Siberian languages and in 
Jakut.*5 The Oguz and Turkestan languages have another word 
for "ant."*' From the available data, I would only point out Ha-
kass qumusqa, ¡pimlxpa, komlska "ant" where -r- has been dropped, 
and Jakut fomurduos, xogurduos, where there is an alternation of 
-Q-~-m-, we have -r but the meaning is not "ant" but "insect." 
In most of the Turkish monuments and languages Turkish 
qopuz has the meaning "stringed musical instrument," already 
so quoted by KfiSyari. This is also the meaning of the word 
(quyur) in Mongolian. In the Siberian languages, there are other 
words: in Altai, komuryay and kdrok, in Hakass kobrak, in Sor 
koblryay- having the meaning "pipe". The two words are doublets. 
The developments of qopuz have, in some Turkestan and Siberian 
languages, the meaning "Jew's harp" an instrument with iron 
tongues on which one plays with the mouth and the fingers. In 
Jakut, the word pomus has the meanings "stringed instrument, 
Jew's harp and pipe."*7 
M Irk bltlg: 58 qotnursqa,see fur ther : qumursya (Chagatai), q"mursqd (Leiden), 
quniursuya (Aba Hayyin) , qimirsayi (Butyat al-MuStfiq), qOmrdsqd (at-Tuhfat), 
kirmltka (Tatar), qlmiriqa (Bashkir), kumurska (Kirgiz), komurska (Altai), kumursqa 
(Altai TAlds, Culym KOftrlk, Hakass Kalbal Radio« II 1040), qumusqa (Hakass 
Kolbal, Sagal Radio« II 1040), qimlrlal (Sor VerblckiJ), xtmisxa (Hakass), komiska 
(Hakass VerblckiJ), kpmlekai (Sor Verbicki]), komirska, komurska (Altai Kumandu 
VerblckiJ) xomurduos, xogurduos "dvorosek, skrlpun nasekomoe tuk vodoljub 
vodnoj tuk , Hydrophllos, testokriloe nasekomoe, bukaSka, bukarka, bucharka, 
tuk , i u i o k " (Jakut). The r-form Is perhaps also present In Chuvash xurt-xOmir 
"pfiely" ct. kurul-koguz (New Yugur). 
** The word is qarindta and its developments. 
" See qobuz (Kfityarl), qobuz (Husrav and Slrln), qopuz (Ibn Muhanna), qobuz 
(Chagatai), qopuz (Chagatai BadfiT al-luyat), qobuz (Leiden), qabuz (AbQ Hayyfin), 
qobuz (AbQ Hayyfin MsD), qobuz, qopuz (AbO Hayyfin 1st.), klbtz "komuz (tatarsklj 
gubnoj muzlkal'nyj Instrument" (Tatar), koboz "violin" (Tatar Ballnt), qubiS, 
quntS "kubyx" (Bashkir), komuz "kumuz (trechstruinyj SiipkovyJ muzykal 'nyj 
Instrument" (Klrglz), qoblz "kumuz (derevjannyj smytkovyj niuzikal'nyj in-
s t rument" (Karakalpak), *o/>fc "garmon"', kll koblz "komuz (muzikal'nyj instru-
ment vlda smyCkovych)" (Nogai), qobuz "Gelge" (Karaim Radio« II 662), gopuz 
"vargan, devlil] gubnoj muzikal'nyj instrument" (Turkmen), kopuz " lu te" (Os-
manli), qoouz "kubuz, vargan" (New Yugur), qubuz "A Turkestan-made Jew's 
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I do not have space to discuss all similar doublets here. 1 
enumerate only some of them: bSz "gland", bartá "gland, udder," 
boyaz "throat," boyurdaq "oesophagus," qlz "girl," qïrqïn and 
qirnaq "female slave," omuz "shoulder, shoulder-blade," omurtay, 
omurya "collarbone, vertebra," özek "pole," örgen "peg," söz 
"wörd," sörtíek "speach," tez "quick," ter/r "quick," baS "head," 
paltiak""great face, with great head," aiuq "knuckle-bone, dice," 
Russian anbHiiK "dice," yaS "young" yaltiiq "young, young plant," 
etc.** I would like to'quote only one more, example: 
The firçt occurrence of the word tiz "knee" is found in the 
Kül Tegin inscription, and it occurs in almost all of the linguistic 
records as well as in the present languages. The Hakass form 
with a diminutive suffix (tizek, tistenek) is remarkable, the same 
is\found.in Tuva (diskek) and in Jakut (tisax the "end of an 
object," tiisàx "the forepart of the. femur, knee").8 ' Its r-form 
harp" (Turkl), qûbuz, qupuz " a Jew's harp, also a rough guitar with horse-hair 
string" (Turk! Shaw), qobux "Brummeisen" (Taranchi, Radio« II 662), qogts, 
qogus "muzykal 'nyj stru£nyj instrument (u ujgurov Ja ne videi v 1910, 1911, 
1913 gg. muz. Instrumentov," writes Malov) (Yellow Uigur), komus "vargan 
(metalliiesklj muzykal 'nyj instrument v (orme nebol'SoJ podkovski s tonkim 
metallliesklm Jazyikom, pripajannym k seredine ee, pri ispoinenii vkladyvanetsja 
v rot, zvukl te izvlekajutsja kolebanijem Jazyika pal'caml)" (Altai), xomls "komus 
(muzikainyj instrument)" (Hakass), komus, kómus "muzykal 'nyj instrument, 
balalajka" (Hakass Verbickij), qobus Balalaika" (Sor Radio« II 661), xomus 
"komus, vargan, drymba" (Tuva), xomus "kobys, kobuz, vargan, dudka" (Jakut), 
xamfs "kobyz, edinstvennyj JakutskiJ muzikal'ny] instrument sostojaSèij lz ieleznoj 
ramki s pruilnoj posredine, na kotory] lgrajut pal'caini, vujavSl ramku v guby 1 
varirua tony pomoSêJu zubov i Jazyka" (Jakut) . According to Professor Ligeti 
(Un vocabulaire sino-outgour des Ming: Ada Orient. Hung X I X (1966), p. 168) the 
form qubur "espèce de guitare (p'i-pa)" of the Uigur vocabulary of the Ming-
period "remonte au mongol". The Siberian r-forms can not be of Mongolian origin 
because of the vocalism of the first syllable, the dlmlnutlve suffix and the meaning. 
" I deal with these words In my forthcoming work on the Altaic hypothesis. 
" Cf. tlzl'g "who has knees" (Kül Tegin E2, 15, 18,. BUge E3, 13, N10), ttz 
(Irk bitig 93), tiz (Turfantexte V 4:4, Uigurlca II 47:78, I I I 28:12, Vig. Sprachd. 
101:6, Sua. 349:2, Hellk. I I 32:1), tlz (KSSyarl), tiz (Yugnakl Uigur), dtz (Yugnaki 
Arab), tlz (Telslr), ttz (Husrav and Sirln), dit (Ibn Muhanna), ttz (Chagatal), tiz 
(Léiden), tiz (Codex Cumanicus), diz, tit (AbQ Hayyân), Hz (at-Tuhfat), tiz (Qawâ-
nln), tez (Tatar), ted (Bashkir), tiz Kirgiz South), tize (Kirgiz), dize (Karakalpak), 
tiz (Nogai), diz (Turkmen), diz (Azeri), diz (Osmanli), tlz (New Uigur), tiz (Üzbég), 
tiz (Turki), tlz, tiz, tuz (Salar), ttz, tez (Yellow Uigur), tize (Altai), tizû (Altai, Teleut, 
Lebed, Sor Radio« I I I 1397), tiS (Culyfti KO&rik Radio« I I I 1401), lis (Hakass 
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is the word tirsgak "elbow" which can be found at KfiSyari, in 
the East Middle Turkish monuments,' in the Kipchak, Oguz, 
Turkestan and Siberian languages and in Jakut. The word tirsek 
has the meaning "Achilles tendon" in Kirgiz, "knee-cap" in 
Küarik. The most interesting feature is that where Hakass tirsek 
also means "the knee of the animal's hind leg," it is a very clear 
reference to the way of the semantic split; the joints of the fore 
and hind extremities originally had the same designation, and 
this split later used both pieces of the doublet.40 The Hungarian 
word térd "knee" is a Bulgarian loanword, but it has a diminutive 
suffix of Hungarian origin.41 
It is not incidental that I have mainly quoted such examples 
where we find z and r and I and S forms respectively within the 
Turkish linguistic area where there is no morphological opposition 
of the type kör- "to see", köz "eye." These examples were recently 
collected by Pritsak and Tekin." We have several reasons for 
not accepting the hypothesis that we have originally morpho-
phonological reasons for such doublets > 
1. If the z > r or r > z development had morphophonological 
Koibal, Kacha.jiagal Radloff III 1304), ilzek, tistenek (Hakass), /Is (Hakass dial), 
dtskek (Tuva), tls&t "konec, konec koncov, v predmete, tílsüx "perednaja storona 
IJaikl, kolena" (Jakut). 
" C f . ttrsgűk "Armknochen" (KfiSyarf), tirsdk "Ellenbogen" (Türkmen in 
Leiden), ttrsák "id." (Chagatai Zenker, Bada'i'), "lien, Jointure du bras, coude" 
(Chagatal Pavet de Courtellle), tersük "lokot', techn: koleno, kolenire" (Tatar), 
terhük "lokot"' (Bashkir), ttrsek"achUesovo suchottlle" (Kirgiz), tirsek "lokot"' 
(Karakalpak), tirsek "id." (Nogal), tirsek "id." (Turkmen), dirsek "lokot', Izgib, 
sgib" (Azerl), dirsek "elbow, • (flg.) knee or angle (of pipe or timber), winding, 
bend," dirsektt "kneed, bent" (OsmanU), tirsak "'lokot', (techn.) koleno (truby)" 
(Uzbek), tigenek "lokot"' (YeUow Uigur, Hill), ttrsdk "Knlekehie" (Culim Küarik 
Radloil III 1377), ttrsek "koleno cadnej nogi tivotnogo" (Hakass), tiisürges, 
sUsUrges "perednaja 6ast' bedra (ljalki), koleno" (Jakut), see also Chuvash ¿ér, 
lirkl, lent, lerkux, Urkuxxt "koleno". ' -
41 The Hungarian word corresponds to an Old Bulgarian form *tlr. The diminutive 
suffix -d was productive In Old Hungarian and goes back to FU *-nt. 
« 0 . Pritsak, Der "Rhotazimus" und "lamdbazismus"; UAJb 1964 pp. 337-
340. Here I can only refer to the very Interesting paper, read by Tekin on the 27th 
Congress of Orientalists (Ann Arbor, Michigan) where I was also present and had 
the opportunity to discuss some of the details. I did not have the opportunity to 
,read the full text which will be published in a forthcoming Issue of Acta Orientatia 
Hungariea. '' 
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reasons, what are we to do with such words as: kiizan "polecat," 
a z f y "molar tooth." eiik "door," kiixiik "heddle," qozl "lamb," 
tiiak "two year old lamb," yuzaq "lock," qazyuq "stake," aSuq 
"knucklebone," eiid- "to hear," köSek "camel-colt," sazayan 
"drake," tlzil- "to tremble," qSzan "couldron"' etc.? In these 
words we would have to suppose an, infix which is uncommon 
in the Altaic languages.4* 
2. If the r > z or z > r development were a morphophonological 
one, then we have to explain the cessation of the opposition of 
r:z and ill in. the Chuvash phonological system separately. This 
would mean that we have to work with two hypothesises, instéad 
of one. 
3. If the r > z or z > r development were a morphophonological 
one, how could we interpret that the isoglosses of the separate 
ityns of the doublets do not coincide. Why do we have izda-
in the Anonymous work of Leiden, in Qawfinln or in the Armeno-
Kipchak documents and irda- in KSSyarl and Jakut, why tiii in 
some Old Turkish monuments and tiil in others? 
w I quote here only some M o r a s and {-forms of the words above: kiirene (Mon-
golian), gőriny "polecat" (Hungarian); urlá Iái (Chuvash) araya "molar too th" 
(Mongolian), alűk "door" (Chuvash), for küiük cf. p. 214, qurayan " l amb" (Mon-
goUan > Siberian Turkish languages), for Illák see pp. 214-216, sára "lock" (Chuvash), 
kari "s take" (Hungarian), aabHUK (Russian, which is not Turkish alít "one side of 
the dice" < *al, but Turkish aluq, cf. the Turkmen expression: ailgl alii otur-
"bagtf getlrmek", an Old Bulgarian loan-word in Russian), ill- "to hear" (Chuvash), 
göllgt "pup" (Mongolian), kölyök " id." . (Hungarian), sárkány "drake" (Hungarian), 
tárái- " to tremble" (Chuvash), xuran "couldron" (Chuvash). I t can, perhaps, be 
argued tha t all these words are derivations and tha t the r-forms were present in 
the primary stem. But then we have to solve the following questions: a : the suffixes 
Joined the stem later than the i / r + X fusion, but in such cases the -rt- is preserved, 
see kSz "Kerbe des Pfeiles" káxlá- "einkerben", kárt- "einschnitte machen", 
kártik "Kerbe" (KSSyarl), b : this complex had the same history in intervocalic 
position as on the word-end, bu t e.g. -/£- is present in intervocalic position (cf. 
balllk "Schmuts," ailaq "mUde, fein" etc.), and then why not »köliek "camelcolt" 
or *elllk "door?" c : Here the problem raised under 4. below is especially difficult. 
If there was an. X after the word end, which fusioned with the -r or -z preceding i t , 
what has happened with the words which had other finals? Was this X specific to 
the stems undergoing rotacism and lambdaclsm (irrespective of the direction of 
this development)? Infixation is uncommon to the Altaic languages in the 
historically detectable past. But I would not adopt a wholly negative attitude, to 
this question for a much earlier period. 
16 Acta Orltntalla, XXXII 
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4. If the r > z or z > r development were a morphophonological 
one, how- are we to interpret such correspondences as Turkish 
okiiz ~ Chuvash vSkSrt If there has been something unknown x 
(say -ti) after the word-end, be it -z or -r, why has it disappeared 
in Chuvash and not in Turkish or vice versa. This could only 
have had dialectal reasons, and thus we have come back to my 
starting point. On the other hand, if there had been something 
in the case of the words ending in r and I or S and z, then we 
should also expect it after other word endings. The supposition 
that this has disappeared in all phonetical situations seems to be 
too bold in my opinion. 
It is another question that in a time, and in Some places where 
the phonological opposition of r:z and l:i was weakened, the 
economy of the language worked in the direction of using this 
functionless duality for morphological reasons. As there were 
semantic doublets, morphological doublets may also have existed. 
These developed on the dialectal basis sketched above. 
It is quite natural that the weakening of the opposition r:z 
and S:l was not the only. dialectal feature which spread with 
different intensity and isoglosses over the dialectal area of Ancient 
Turkic. A'similar feature was the development of the initial y-
to /-. The fact that we have /-languages with r and / and /-languages 
with z and S raises the problem of which was the relatively older 
development. I think that this question is not a necessary one. 
The /-development had a different isogloss from the discontinuation 
of the r:z and l : f opposition. The/-isogloss encircled the dialects 
from which developed later the Bulgarian, the Kipchak and some 
Siberian language.44 
M I have no space here to discuss all opinions concerning the history of the y-
and /- in Turkish, and its relative chronology in respect to rotacism and lambda-
dsm. According to Ramstedt and Poppe (see Poppe, Vergleichende Grammatlk der 
altaischcn Sprachtn, Wiesbaden 1860, p. 27 with bibliography) "Im UrtUrkischen 
waren *d-, */- und *y- zusammengefallen und hatten dort eln y- ergeben." This means 
that f- became y- in Ancient Turkic, and then later became /- in Old Bulgarian 
?nd in some Kipchak and Siberian languages. In this case, the Old Bulgarian 
(a / + r language) and the Kipchak and Siberian languages (/ + t. languages) have 
a common development in front of the other y +1 languages. But this raises the 
question: if the y > / was an earlier development than r > z, then in the f- languages 
and the y- languages, the r > z development had to be independent. If the r> x 
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Nogai. The Chuvash yâran (< *(ran) cannot be a loanword from 
the later period, because of the r-form, it is Ancient Turkic. It 
was a lexical isogloss in a narrower dialectal area. For "sun," 
in addition to the common word ktin, the Turkish languages have 
two other words: kiinei and quyai (all three have, perhaps, a 
common origin). The word quyaS can be found in the Kipchak 
languages (Tatar, Bashkir, Karakalpak, Karaim of Troki), in the 
Turkestan languages (New Uigur, Turki), and in the Siberian 
languages, Sor and Altai. The word kiineS is present in some 
Kipchak languages (Bashkir, Kumiik), in the Oguz languages 
(Turkmen, Azeri, Osmanli) and in the Altai language. The word 
quyaS in the form xlvel occurs in Chuvash. 
The word for "stirrup" iizâgi has labial initial in all available 
linguistic records: in Tatar, Bashkir, Kirgiz, Turkmen, Azeri, 
Osmanli, New Uigur, Turki, and Altai; while it has illabial initial 
in Yellow Uigur, Baraba, Hakass, Tuva and Jakut. The Chuvash 
equivalent yârana can only be connected with the latter, but the 
correspondence has to be an Ancient .Turkic one because of the 
r-form.48 
Summing up my conclusions: between the very hypothetical 
Common or Proto-Turkic and Oid Turkish, there was a long 
Ancient Turkic period. In its earlier period, the Ancient Turkic 
dialects existed in a more or less continuous linguistic area. 
Several linguistic developments in this area spread over the 
M It is clear from the examples above that we have two types of lexical isoglos-
ses: In one case the word Is present In some dlalcets and absent In others, in the 
second case the word has one form In some dialects and another in other dialects. 
In the first case, it could be argued that which is not present now could have been 
present In an earlier period. But the fact that it disappeared in a coherent dialectal 
area Is also a dialectal phenomena. The most Important data for Uzâgi "stirrup" 
are the following: a) with labial Initial." ilzegU "lestnlca" (Tefslr), UzàngUlUk 
"strzemle, strzemiona" (Husrav and Slrln), Uzégl (Rabyuzi), Uzângti (Ibn Muhan-
na), tizki or Uzag( "échelle, escalier" (Chagatai, Zenker), yazangU "èlrier" (ibid), 
UzûgU (Leiden), UzOgl, iizegl (Codex Cumanicus), Uzengt (at-Tuhfat), 0z&ngi (Qa-
wanl), Oz&ngt "stremja, stremjanka, lestnlca" (Tatar), Oôànge (Bashkir), UzôggU 
(Kirgiz), Ureofli (Tllrkmen), llzûngi (Azeri), Uzengt (Osmanli), ilzàggl (New Uigur), 
uzSgi, bz'àngU (Turki), Uzegl (Altai),The forms with illabial initial: ezengl, ezengo, 
eztggo, ezengolax (Yellow Uigur), IzOggll (Baraba Radloil I 1538), tzagi (Hakass 
Sagal, Koibal, Kacha Radio« I 1638), Izege (Harass), ezeggi (Tuva), isagH, ioàaû 
{Jakut). 
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territory with different intensity and different isoglosses. This more 
or less synchronic and geographical development crossed the 
diachronic one. What we have now before us is not a unilateral 
development and cannot be deduced directly from a homogeneous 
proto-language. Undoubtedly, this draws a more complicated 
picture, but I think it is closer to historical reality. Now, we are 
faced with the task of exploring the dialectal structure of Ancient 
Turkic. 
I would add only one final point. What cbuld the cause of the 
discontinuation of the z:r and l:i opposition be? It is always 
hazardous to seek the "causes" of linguistic changes. Nevertheless, 
I would venture to suppose the influence of a substratum. This 
language had to have a phonological system in which the oppo-
sition of z:r and i:l was not present, and it had to be a language 
which was in a long and close contact with at least some of 




C O R R I G E N D A 
p. 209 Notel, line 1 : documents of the read: documents of a 
p. 210 line 7; homogenous read: homogeneous 
p. 212 line 10: realisations read; realizations 
p. 213 line 5: (< honosis>(honor) read: (< honosis> honor) 
p. 214 line 4: opposition read: oppositions 
line 5: was weakened read: weakened 
Note 13, line 1t during read: at 
p. 216 line 17: cannot excluded'read: cannot be excluded 
No,te 16, line 2: Amomymous read : Anonymous 
p. 217 line 8: xtöläk read:" xtùluk 
xt01eg read :' xt01ùge 
Note 18. line 1: Mort read: Most 
Turkisk read: Turkic 
line 2: Turcic read: Turkic 
Note 22 last line belows zabernut' read : zavernut' i . 
p. 218 Note 24 second line from below: Russa read: Russe 
p. 219 line 1 : still do, have read: still have 
line 12: ¿ir- read: ¿lr-
p. 220 line 7: occur read: occurs 
line ;13i script: read: script 
Note 29, line 2: H2, cf. read: 32 (cf. 
second line from below: kolvi ne read : ko2u na 
26 
p. 221 line 15i -g- an read» -g- we find an 
lfne 16! (qôs, qôzoq), we find that read» (qos, qozoq) that 
p. 222 Note 35, line 3» Altai Töltts, Sulym Kuarik, Hakasa Kaibal read: 
Altai, Tölöa, Îulym, Küäfik, Hakass, Koibal 
line 6» skripun naeekomoe Suk vodoljub read» 
skripun, nasekotnoe, iuk, vodoljub 
Note 37, line 4» instrument" read» instrument)" 
p. 223 line 3» qiz read» qlz 
line 8» al'ipk read» al'Sik 
p. 224 line 5t that where Hakass read» that Hakass 
line 14» area where there read» area In which there 
Note 40, last line» SSrxi, Serkux, Sârkuxxi read » i&i&i, £ërku£, 
Sôrkuséi 
p. 225 Note 43, line 4» 8ira read» eSra < 
line 5i al'Sck read» al'ïik 
p. 228 line 1» iran read»,Iran 
lines 13-14i available linguistic records read» all available 
old records; 
Note 45, line 2» dialcets read» dialects 
line 6» phenomena read » phenomenon 
line 7« initial" read» initial» 
The' manuscript was completed in 1968. 
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ON THE CHUVASH GUTTURAL STOPS IN THE FINAL POSITION 
BY 
A. RÔNÀ-TAS 
The history of the final guttural stops (-J¡, -g, -g, transcribed usually 
as -g, -k, -y, -g), 'v& not only one of the most debated questions in comparative 
Altaio linguistics but has remained and seems to remain one of the crucial 
points.1 Professor Ligeti summed up the situation in 1935: «The cause of 
those frequent irregularities which emerge from the study of not only the 
Old Turkic elements in Hungarian but also from the modern Turkic languages 
can be looked for perhaps in borrowings and inter crossings. Without any 
doubt this situation still exists as it can be demonstrated, and very probably 
it existed earlier too, perhaps in the source of the oldest Turkic elements 
of the Hungarian language, i.e. in Old Chuvash, where forms with final1 -g 
occurred in greater number there where we would expect the Proto-Turkio 
final -q, -k. This supposition is also corroborated by the facts of the present 
Chuvash language».2 Even now not too much can be added to thiB. I would 
like to try here to answer the question how old this special Chuvash feature 
is? • • • . . • 
»See the works of Bang (UJb, XIV, 1934, pp. 208-212), Németh (AtyK XLIII , 
1914, pp. 472-473), Ramstedt (JSFOv XXXVIII, 1922-23, pp. 16 -17 ; Einfiih-
rung in die altaieche Sprachwisaenachaft I , 1967, pp. 130—131), Poppe (KOsÁ II , 
1926, pp. 72—73; Vergleichende Orammatik der altaischen Sprachen, 1960, pp. 63—68), 
Rfiaanen (Materialien zur Lautgeschichte derTürkiachen Sprachen, 1949, pp. 112—124, 
146—162), Sierbak (Fop. Jaz. 1964: 6, pp. 18^ 19), ASraarin (Materialy dlja iealedo-
vanija fuvaSakogo jazyka, 1898, pp. 86—88), Ligeti (moat detailed in A 'yK XLIX, 1936, 
pp. 209—214, also in many of his other works, most recently MNy LXIII , 1967, pp. 
429—437), Benzing (Jean Deny Armagam, Ankara 1968, pp. 63— 60; Philologiae 
Turcicae Fundamenta I, 1969, p. 712) and Mengee (The Turkic Languages and Peop-
les, 1968, pp. 84—86), to quote only the most important works on the final guttu-
rals in Turkic. Bang called the problem of the final gutturals lein ewiges Sorgekind 
der Turkologie» (ÜJb XIV, p. 204). 
*NyK XLIX, 1936, pp. 213-214 (in Hungarian). 
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The Proto-Turkio final -q (¡¡) has a double representation in present-day 
Chuvash: 
1. -% PT oq «arrow» ~ Chuvash ща, tul(aq) «orphan» ~ tala%? turq «length, 
width» ~ tárá% (< turuq), qaraq «robber» ~ XuraX> qulaq «ear» ~ X^Xa 
(< %Sla%), уаущ «near» ~ diva%, dy(aq) «moon» ~ uya%,* qirq «fourty» ~ 
%Вгё% (< qirxq), uzaq «long», ~ var ax, etc. 
2. Zero: yuzaq «lock» ~ ¿ura, adaq «foot» ~ ura, qonaq «guest» ~ %dna, 
qorq- «to fear»~ %ara- (< qoraq-), qomlaq «hop» ~ %ámla, buriaq «реа» ~ 
pur ¿a, baliq «fish» ~ pulá, qayraq «whetstone» ~ %ir'a, %ayra, tariiq «witness» 
~ tind, botqa «porridge* ~ pátd (< botig), etc. 
The situation is the same with : 
1. -к: iiilc «door» ~ aldk, bel(ik) «waist» ^ pilek, erk «strength» ~ irék 
«freedom» (< erik), kök «root» ~ Icák, kSk «blue» ~ kdvak, tü&ük «flower» ~ 
áaika (< éaiak), Ьйгк «strong» <~ parka (< parak < bárük), etc. 
2. Zero: 5zek «the inner part of a tree,, shaft» ~ vara, ingek (not щек!) 
«cow» ~ 6ne, bögrék «kidney» ~ püré (< pö$rü), kobek «navel» ~ kavapa, 
aitjek «fly, mosquito» ~ Mna, kilrpek «mush» ~ klrpe, küzük «heddle» 
~ kírí, ytizük «ring» ~ áiri, türjlük «vent-hole» ~ tint, (< türjük), tülki 
«fox» ~ tilS (< tülik), talq'i «hamp-breaker» ^ t'ild (< taliq), ütik «boots» ~ 
ata, etc. 
The double representation is not due to borrowing. In both groups we 
can find wo/da with clear old Chuvash characteristics: alak ~ eéik: éIrt ~ 
yüzük, vdra% ~ uzaq: ¿ura ~ yuzaq. 
The voiced guttural stops disappeared: 
Final -y(g): buzayfи) «calf» ~ pdru, sibay «dice, lot» ~ Sapa,5 adiy «sober» ~ 
v,r&, ariy «clean» ~ ird «good, saint», any «gain, profit» ~ ша, aüriy «yellow» 
~ Surd, iur, «white», satiy «trade» ~ sutd, buray «storm» ~ para, tatiy 
«taste» ~ tutd, etc. 
* Cf. Turkic tul «window» in moat of the Turkio languages. The final -aq is a Chuvash 
suffix aa in the Chuvaah uya% tmoont ~ Turkic ay, pilik «five» ~ Turkio bei, pilik 
«waist» ~ Turkio bit eto.' 
1 On the Chuvash suffix -aq see the preceding note. 
' Kazan Tatar iobaga, Bashkir Sibaga, Kazak, Iíarakalpak sibaga, Kirgiz Sibaga 
with the same meaning are Mongolian loanwords. See Muqaddimat al-Adab sibaqla-
«to oaloulate», Literary Mongolian sibaya «dice», Literary Khalkha iavga, «id.», Selenga 
Buriat Sabga «finish in a horee race*, Kalmuck Sawxa «dice, lot» eto., Since the Mongo-
lian -}>r is preserved everywhere, Chuvash Sapa is either not a Mongolian loanword or а 
very early one borrowed before the loss of the final -y. In the Mongolian loanwords of 
Chuvash borrowed after the 12th century the final -y is preserved: urxamax <a kind 
of horse* Mong. aryamay, ilpek «abundance, r e s t * M o n g . elbeg, nrt^ta «halter» 
Mong. noyta, In most oases it is very probable that the Middle Mongolian loanwords 
in Chuvash weré borrowed through Tatar. 
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Final g-: bütüg «freokle, ulcer» ~ pata,6 küdeg «son-in-law» ~ kirü, kőéig 
«small bridge» ~ kaid, yeg «good» M «the upper», kSg «melody» ~ kivé, 
álig «fifty» ~ alia, ülílg «part» ~ valé (< Ülüg)1, bütüg «pregnant» ~ рё№* 
etc. 
These final gutturals are of different origin. We oan find among them 
monosyllabic words where they are in the etem-final position (yeg, kök, 
k5k), words which are monosyllabio in Turkic, but disyllabio in Chuvash 
(erk, bürk, qorq-). They occur in Common Turkio suffixes (in most examples) 
or in special Chuvash suffixes (ayaq, tulaq, belik). They are present in 
polysyllabic words (щек, közük, buzay, küdeg) which cannot be analysed 
further at the present time. They appear in deverbal nouns (ad'iy, tanig, 
ülüg, bütüg), verbs (qorq-) and denominál nouns (most of the examples). 
There is no phonetio difference in the realisation of the final gutturals 
acoording to their origin, position or function. 
The final -%jk is also present in the Turkic loanwords of Chuvash: yapaq 
«wool» -••yupa%, aryamay «a kind of horse» («- Mongolian) uryam.aj_, 
eiek donkey aSak, iSek, emgek «trouble, grief» —>- imkek, inkek, karmak 
«hook» —<- karmak. Most of these words are borrowings from Kazan Tatar. 
The -g/y > jt of Tatar is reflected by -v: azay «molar» ^ azav Tat azay, 
alday «ruse» ~ ultav *- аЫац, bolfay «appointment» (<- Mongolian) ~ 
palidv •*- bolfau, ailtay «cause» ~ saltav sült an, qaday «peg» - Mongolian) 
~ futav *- *qada# > Bashkir qaday, but Tatar kodak. 
The quality of the Chuvash vowel followed or not by a guttural atop 
depends on the original closed—open relation of the vowel. If it was origin-
ally closed it became «reduced», if it waR open it remains a vowel with 
complete articulation. 
The final voiced gutturals disappeared through a «-diphthong. This 
diphthong can still be observed in monosyllabio stems, where it is preserved 
in the oblique case: say- «to milk» ~ sujsav-, toy, «to bear» ~ tujldv-, tüg-
«to break in mortar» ~ tttjtiv-, yay «butter» ~ &ujMv-, yay- «to rain» ~ 
¿u/sdv- etc. In polysyllabic stems with -u/il: buzay «calf» pdtu\pardv-, 
lcűtüg «stud» ~ Шй/Шёь-. The reflexes of the diphthong can also be traced 
* From a verb bete- «to cover», of. Kazak betű-, Mongolian bate-. I have not found the 
Chuvash word in other Turkio languages. 
* The word is a deverbal noun from ül- «to separate» which has no long vowel. Tin; 
Chuvash form reflects clearly an old long front labial: Slug or rather ölüij. In KftSyarl 
we find ülüg (can be read also Slug). TUrkmen has ülüí and iile «part», derivatives from 
the same stem, but there is no üy (the Türkmen reflex of PT «) before I in^Urkmen. In 
Jakut we find ülü and ölű «part». / 
8 From büt- «to be complete, full». 
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in some other eases. The Chuvash, vowel ü has developed in some words 
from án earlier diphthong: püre «kidney» < pöQre < bögrék, tűré «even» < 
'töftri < toyri < toyri (not tiXz!). 
. The disappearance of the final voiced guttural was already in progress 
in the Middle Bulgarian period, the time of the Volga-Bulgarian khanate. 
We find it in Old Permian: Iarla• «sikle» <- MB * iarla < iarlay; Jttri «spool»10 
-<- MB *áüri < füzük. I t is reflected in the MB loanswords of the Volga-
Kipchak languages: Tatar köre «heddle» MB *kürü < kürüg ~ Icüzük, 
TataR áild «a coarse linen» MB *Sild < aileg < 8tlek,n Tatar, Bashkir 
tűre «crucifix, icon» MB •fair» < tügri ~ tdrjri «God». The disappearance 
can be observed in the Volga Bulgarian inscriptions: did j ' l , alü «fifty» < 
álig. 
In the Old Bulgarian period, as has been shown by those who dealt with 
OB loanwords in Hungarian, the final voiced guttural had already been 
a spirant -y or perhaps even a 
The Chuvash representation is thus as follows: 
FT 
PT -t 
j, I J Chuvash J£ < fc 
[ Chuvash zero . < J< < y < £ 
( Chuvash k 
Chuvash zero < 1« < y < ^ 
PT -g Chuvash zero < \i< y < g 
PT -g Chuvash zero .< y < y < g 
In other words, Borne of the unvoiced gutturals became voiced and then 
developed as their voiced counterparts. 
Turning back to the question of the age of this double representation 
we have to investigate the Mongolian situation. 
• Cf. Zuryen iarla. The Votyak éurlo is a lator and independent borrowing. 
10 Zuryen éuri, Votyak »eri «spool», also Tatar, Bashkir Hire «id.». The Chuvash word 
itri «spool» can scarcely be separated from i№ «ring». 
n Derived from the Turkic stem sil- «to wipe», cf. Chuvash Alio pir «a coarse linen» 
and «to wipe, clean». This word has nothing to do with Sal «tooth*. I t denotes a 
coarse piece of linen used for cleaning. 
"See Gombóca;: MSFOu XXX (1912), pp. 170-174; Bárczi, MN y XLVI (1960), 
pp. 223-230, MSFOu CXXV (1962), pp. 23-24 ; Németh: MNy XVII (1921), pp. 
24-26 , Ligeti: MNy LXIII (1967), pp. 429-437, 'Palló: UAJb X X X I (1969), p. 246 
oto. ' ' 
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The two old Mongolian guttural stops converged in the final position: 
g or g (written as y) and & or £ (written as q) became, g (written as y), 
g or a and k or R became a (written as g): 
Mongolian Turkic Chuvash 
turuy «size, breadth» turuq lar&i 
aday «lower end» adag «foot» ura i 
ieleg «flower» M&k éaéka 
elkeg «sieve» elgek ala 
any «olean» arty irá 
(erig «troops» ¿erig ¿ara, éar. 
In these cases the secondary Mongolian development prevent us from detect-
ing the different Mongolian reflexes of the Chuvash final gutturals. But 
there are coses where the Mongolian guttural stops were not the in final 
position; they were followed by a vowel. In such cases the original unvoiced: 
voiced (or aspirated fortis: unaspirated media) opposition has beenpreserved. 
I t is not without interest that here Mongolian exactly follows the Chuvash 
pattern and not the PT in the most cases: 
PT k\g Mong k/q Chuv k/x 
kők «blue» kölce kdvak 
erk «strengths erke irSk 
bel(ek) «waist» belke-güsün • pilSk 
b&rk «strong» berke parka 
quktq «ear» qulki «middle ear» %&l%a «ear» 
saq- «to guard» saki- six «guard» 
tul(aq) «orphan» tulaki kilmiln18 tdla% «oiphan» 
tiq- «to stuff» Siki- 6l%- etc. 
" T h e meaning of the Mongolian tulaki kiimun is «feeble-minded person», see also 
tulaki kituya «blunt knife». I think these meanings are secondary and have developed 
from an original meaning «weak», «needing support» and the word must be connected 
with tul- «to lean on, support». From the factitive form of tul- i.e. lulya- has been derived 
the Kalmuck word tulyu «alleinstehend, verwaist». 
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layuq «hen» . 
yumdruq «fist»14 
ilniye < *unif/e 
simayvl 
sinaya «temple, 
' cheek bone» 
takiyan < *takiyan 
nidurya 
botqa «porridge» budayan 
ine 
Sana 
Samd, Sand < sirjilk 
6axa < Viyuq 
¿amar (dial) < damra < yum-
ruq 
paid < bot 'iq 
It has not escaped the attention of Poppe that to FT (according to him 
Proto-Altaio) -qjk sometimes corresponds to the Mongolian -q/k, and someti-
mes to -yjg." According to him sonorization occurred in four groups of 
words: z 
1. In the final -qajke in' trisyllabic words. 
2. In the suffixes -qanjken. 
3. After -r, I and in words with I in the vicinity of the originally unvoiced 
guttural stops. 
4. In some cases which are not dear. 
It is true that -qa/ke is rare oil the end of trisyllabic words but there 
are some examples: ailyike «earring», bllleke «tendon», erike «garland», leiike 
«annals», settke «sedan chair», tii/fUe«the t hin flesh of the belly»; the. causative 
-qajke after -d, -a: iledke- «to make public», yekedke- «to increase», buridke-
«to take the census», etc. In back-voculic stems: yar'u/a «ring», auyiqa «worm-
wood», quyiqa «scalp», aluqa «hammer», atuqa «a male fish» and bayasqa- «to 
cause joy»; qatntudqa- «to combine», batudqa- «to strengthen» etc. The diminu-
tive -qanjken is very frequent: Milken «little», layaqan «whitish», aayiqan 
«nice» etc. After r and I the unvoiced guttural is preserved e.g. in aerke 
«castrated goat», airqan «wound», aUrkei «terrible», talqan «powder», tillki-
«to push» and last but not least in qalqa «shield, Khalkha». Thus the categories 
of Poppe can not be maintained. Let us sketch the situation: v 
"Th i s seems to have been the PT form, clerivud from yam- «to press together» ef. 
Karachay jumduruk, Hakaas munzuruk. Frotn yurndvruq, parallel forms such as yuil-
ruq and yumruq have developed. 




kjqt Chuvash -kjq > -kjx 
Mongolian -k/q 
Turkic -kjq 
kjq2 Chuvash -gjy > zero 
Mongolian -gjy 
For everybody who is acquainted with the basic problems of Altaic 
comparative linguistics it is clear that we are confronted here with a clear 
parallel to the famous «rotacism» and «lambdacism». 
Turkic r Turkio I 
rx Chuvash r Chuvash I 
Mongolian r Mongolian I 
Turkic s Turkic Í 
j Chuvash r /2 Chuvash I 
Mongolian r Mongolian I 
In recent times there were several attempts put forward to give an inter-
pretation of the theory of Ramstedt on rotacism and lambdacism. Pritsak16 
gave a morphonological interpretation while Tekin tried to offer a phonolo-
gical solution.17 I do not wish to go into details here and shall point out 
only one question which is connected with the problem of the final guttural 
stops. Barnstedt supposed that the difference between r t and r2 and and 
respectively was their palatalized or non-palatalized quality (r : r, I : I), 
Poppe suggested that r, and l2 were fricatives. This latter opinion was 
accepted by Tekin for Proto Altaic and by Doerfer18 for Proto Turkic. 
Since the proposed proto-languages must have existed more than a thousand 
years'before our first sources of these languages, it remains a mere specula-
'« UAJb XXXV: D (Í964), pp. 337-349. 
"Acta Orient. Hung. XXII (1969), pp. 6 1 - 8 0 . , 
18 On p. 99 of his Türkische und. Mongolische Elemente im Neupersischen I, 1963, 
Doerfer writes: «Ob für Urtü[rkisch] z und S oder aber t und V gelten dürfte eine nnent-
Baheidbare Frage sein». But in his reconstructions he postulates in each case t and V 
respectively, cf. Vol. I, pp. 277, 639, vol. II , pp. 66, 66, 146 etc. In XJAJb X X X I X 
(1967), pp. 63 — 70. Doerfer seems to have changed his opinion and suggests that the 
loanwords in Mongolian are not from «urtürkisch» but from «frUhbolgariscl)» and sup-
poses for the latter f , e.g. in tánéf «sea» (p. 65), on p. 66 he hesitates between «urtü.» bófa 
and búza. cf. also Indogermanische Forschungen LXXI (l!)ß(l), p. 115; UAJb XL (1968). 
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tion as to what the actual phonetic value .of these sounds could have been. 
I t is more important in the theory of Ramstedt that rx and r2 and and l.t 
. respectively must have been in phonological opposition. Neither in Mongolian 
йог in Chuvash nor in any of their earlier sources do we have two kinds of 
r, two kinds oil — and two kinds of final k/q. The merger of older phonemi-
cally opposed sounds is a common feature in all languages. But it is more 
than a mere chance if this merger occurred both in Chuvash and in Mongo-
lian in the same phonemic pairs, resulting in the same sounds, in the в а т е 
words, in three parallel cases. I t is impossible here to suppose archaic 
traits preserved by Chuvaah and Mongolian b e c a u s e t h e a r o h a i c 
o p p o s i t i o n s w e r e n o t p r e s e r v e d b u t d i s a p p e a r e d . 
This contradiction in the Ramstedt-theory can pnly be eliminated by 
the supposition that we are dealing here with loanwords, and these Chuvash-
Mongolian correspondences are due to borrowing. Thie theory, first formula-
ted clearly by Németh,1* has also got many adherents but the above argu-
ment has not yet been put forward. I would like here to submit, only one 
additional consideration. 
In the list given above for the correspondence of the Chuvash-Mongolian 
guttural stops in the final position I have quoted no single example in which 
there is at the same time rotacism or lambdacism. I would like to add one 
here. 
The term-for a two-year old lamb in Turkic is SiSek.20 In the Secret History 
»ZDMG LXVl (1912) pp. 649-670. 
u Middle Turkic iililk (Huerau and Strtn, Muqaddimafc al-Adab, Tarjumän turkf, 
Abu Hayy&n, Bulyat al-muátüq, Attul;fat), siiek (Ibn Muhanna). In modern languages: 
Kipchakt iesäk kaz «gusynja vtoroj god», ieiäk kädiä «koza v vozraste posle vtorogo 
okota», ieiäk earik «ovca v vqzraste poele vtorogo okota» (Tatar), iesäk qad, käzä 
Itariq «with the same meanings as in Tatar» (Bashkir), ieiäk «vtorogodnyj (ob ovoe i 
pigel)» (Bashkir, Katarinskij), ig, iiiek «dvuchletnyj valucht (South Kirgiz, Judachin), 
iiiek «mnlodoj nocholoäßonnyj barant (ibid), isek «choloäüermyj (godovalyj)baran» 
(Karakalpak), isek «gelded rum (two years old)» (Kazak), Ogusi iiiek «dvuchgodovalyj 
baran» (Turkmen), fifek «lamb in his second year» (Osman Turkish), ipek «bir yilhk 
ku7,u, yen! kuzuhyacak koyun» Osmanli dialectal: SDD II, p. 799), Eastern» Siiak 
«godovalyj ili dvuchgodovalyj barant (Üzbek), iiiäk «in the second year (sheep or 
goat)» (turki Shaw), Siberian! iiiik «ein zweijähriges Schaf das fett zu werden beginnt» 
(Baraba Tatar, Shor: Radloff IV, p. 1086). The loss of the initial i- is regular cf. Kara-
kalpak is- «to BWOII» (Ш-), South Kirgiz iii-, South Kirgiz iii- «id»., Karakalpak is 
«Hpit» (SU). The Oguz forms without initial i- are loanwords. In Jakut we find tisayaa 
«dvuehtravnyj tolenok (télka), no toljko s oseni vtorogo goda (do togo on boruoilco), do 
tajanija snega, veenoju, godovalyj telenok, vyrostok», tisärje, tirjese, tisäyä, tigäsä 
«trechtravnoe iivotnoe, telenok ili ierebenok po tretjemu godu (dvuchletnyj, dvuletok, 
strigun toljko oseni fttogo goda и nich vypadajut molofnye zuby poiemu nazyvajutsja 
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of Mongols we find the word ailegil with the same meaning (§§. 124,279,280)21. 
Another word for an animal in its third year in Mongolian is sidüleng, a 
derivation from sidün «tooth», sidüle- «to teethe», since it is in the third 
year that the full teeth of these animals develop.22 This arouses the supposi-
tion that the Turkic word SiSek ought not to be connected with SiS- «to 
swell» as was suggested by Radioff,23 Söerbak,24 Doerfer,25 and Räsiinen,26 
but with tiS «tooth», tiSü- «to teethe». The supposed earlier form tiiek can 
be aotually found in the Divän of KäSyari with the meaning «zweijähriges 
Schaf». I t is known that the Chuvash word for «tooth» is Sdl from an earlier 
Sil. This word has been connected with the Turkic tU by Zolotnickij,27 Paa-
sonen,28 and Katona29 as a case of lambdacism. Katona supposed here a 
sporadic t > S development for the initial. I would rather suggest anassimila-
tion, due to the original -S final.30 But independently of the interpretation of 
the inital t <~~> S correspondence, in the light of the data on SiSek «animal 
with full teeth» we have to accept the etymology of Katona , in spite of 
the reservations of Rairistedt, and Poppe'.51 
takie lisir tieäyfr/Jä», lisäi/ä oyus (inax) «trech godovalyj, trechtravnyj byk (korova)» 
(Pokarskij). \ 
" In süegü qonin «two-year old sheep», silegü irge «id.». In Literary Mongolian we 
find siliige. The word is rare in Mongolian dialects. In Literary Buriat: Sülge «dvuchlet-
nyj baran (ili kozel)», in Selenga Buriat «dvuohletnjaja ovoa». In Khalkha wo have the 
interesting form Silbe «dvuchgodovalyj verbljud», also Sar Silbe. The Mongolian word 
entered the Turkic languages of Siberia: Kakass slleke «choloSSennyj baran», Kacha 
siläkd «Hammel» (Radloff IV, p. 711), Sagai süclklcä «id.» (ibid.), Tuva Stiege «baran (na 
vtorom godu)». 
** On the relationship between the terminology of age and the teeth of the animals 
see U. Köhalmi, Zwei Systeme der Alterehezeichnungen des Viehes bei den Mongolen : 
Studia Mongolica I : 31. 
a Versuch eines Wörterbuches der Türkdialekte, 1911, IV, p. 1084. 
u Istortäeskoe razvitie leksiki tjurkskich jazykov, 1961, pp. 116 —116. 
" Türkische und mongolische Elemente I I I , p. 328. 
n Versuch eines etymologischen Wörterbuches der Türksprachen, 1969, p. 424b. 
" Kornevoj öuvaSsko-russkij slovarj, 1875, p. 109. 
Csuvas szäjegyzik, 1Ö08, p. 148. 
» MNy XXII I (1927), pp. 190-193; KCsA I I (1930), pp. 379-381. 
See a similar interpretation by Doerfer, Türkische und mongolische Elemente, 
pp. 326-320. 
31 Ramstedt (.JSFOu XXXVIII, 1922-23, p. 23) and Poppe (AM I, 1924, p. 78; 
UJb Vi, 1927, p. 115) oonnoeted Chuvash Ml «tooth» with Turkio SiS «spit». This latter 
word is surely a secondary development since S- had not existed in initial position in 
PT. I t is not impossible that SiS «spit» also goes also baok to a PT *US. I think that 
Turkic SiS• «to swell» was also *tiS-. This form is jfreserved in Altai Turkic tiS-, tiii-, 




If what was said above about the gutturals is valid then we have to 
expect in front of the Turkic SiSek ~ Mongolian silegU, a Chuvash form 
Sola. In Chuvash there is no special term for an animal two years old with 
full teeth. But we have a fish-name Sdla «pike-perch, Luciperca Sandra». 
As Pallas,32 and Rasanen33 had pointed out and then Katona34 proved, the 
Hungarian word ailll6 (— ¿alio < Old Hungarian Silent) «pike-perch» is an 
Old Bulgarian loanword and has a Hungarian caique: fogaa (= fogaS) 
which is derived from fog «tooth», because this fish has extremely developed 
teeth. That means that Chuvash Sdla had the original meaning «animal 
with teeth» (cf. the expression Sdla puld «sudak; fish with teeth»). 
We have here the expected triad: 
Mongolian silegii ~ Turkish SiSek ~ Chuvash Sdla. In front of the Turkic 
-S and -k we find Chuvash the -I and -g in Mongolian. If this word had been 
a Proto-Altaio word we would have expected according to the Ramstedt-
theory *tilekll > iilekil in Mongolian. 
I think this is evidence enough to prove that we have here an Old Chuvash-
Bulgarian loanword in Mongolian. By this I gave one of my reasons why 
I think that the theory of Ramstedt, according to which there were no 
Old Chuvash loanwords in Mongolian,35 cannot be maintained. 
I l l , p. 1401). Till) word for «spit» ia tii in Tuba-kiii (Baakakov, Dialekt ienievych. 
la tar, 1966, p. 156), and it is tii in the same dialects where tii- «to swell» has preserved 
its Í-. (soe Verbiekij, Slovarj altajekogo i aladagskogo nareiij tjurkskago jazyka, 1884, p.. 
360). In Karachay tii «vertelj» is also preserved, while in Balkar we find iii. The initial. 
f. in Turkmen its «spit» and Hi- «to swell» can be interpreted as a dissimilation S-i > 
i-S, but also as a sporadio ( > 6- development as e.g. New Uigur iii «tooth». If my sup-
position that iii «spit» goes back to tii, is valid then we have a olear parallel to what, 
was »aid of Turkic iiiek. Mongolian »Hege- «to stir with a poker» and Manchu-Tünguzian 
sila-jsile- «to roast on a spit» (of. Evenki silavűn, silavlan, ielavOn, iilavun, hilavűn, 
Even helun, Nanai aelon, ailepen, Oroch ailau, Manchu Solon «spit») pertain to iii in 
the same way as Mongolian silegii to Turkio iiiek. The etymology of iái suggested by 
Katona was accepted by Ligeti: NyK XLIX (1936), pp. 216-217; Németh: MN y 
XXXII I (1937), p. 139. See also Palló: UAJb XXXV (1964), pp. 62 -63 . 
"Zoographica Russica II , 1811, p. 246: Tataris Syle unde Hungaris Sylli. 
aMSFOu XLVIII (1920) p. 264. 
" S e e note 29. 
35 Ramstedt's famous sentence: «Es genügt hier klargelegt 7.u haben, dass das. 
tsehuwassische eine regelrechte entwicklung der tilrk-sprache ist und zwar ohne jede. 
direkte beriihrung mit dem mongolischen» (JSFOu XXXVIII : 1, p. 34) has to be-
reformulated. Chuvash is a regular development of the Turkic proto-language, and 
during its early history, before the migration of the Chuvash—Bulgar—Oyur tribes:, 
lo the West it had a long and close contact with Mongolian. 
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On the other hand I would like to point out that the fact that there were 
Old Chuvash loanwords in Mongolian does not defeat the hypothesis tha t 
Turkic, Mongolian and Manchu-Tunguzian are genetically related. On the 
contrary, the removal of the old Chuvash-Bulgarian layer in Mongolian 
enables us to concentrate on a more archaic group of Turkic-Mongolian 
and Manchu-Tunguzian correspondences. These are — as can be expected 
a priori — very limited in number and their separated investigation will 
perhaps open up new possibilities for comparative Altaio studies.31 
To sum up: the Old Chuvash loanwords in Mongolian already reflect 
the sonorisation of the Chuvash final gutturals and thus we can conclude 
that this phenomenon developed before or during the Old Chuvash-Mongolian 
contacts. 
tt In this point I deviate from the opinion of Németh, Sir Gerard Clausnn, SSerbak, 
Sinor, Doei'fer and others, who deny the geniatio relationship of the Altaio Languages. 
If there was an Altaio protolanguage, this must liave existed three or four thousand 
years B. C. We have to advance to this very far time step by step. 
30» 
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DREAM, MAGIC POWER AND DIVINATION 
IN THE ALTAIC WORLD - . _ 
BY 
A. RÓNA-TAS 
In the Old Uigur texts we find an' interestfhg word, the reading and 
meaning of which seemed to cause some problems for those scholars who have 
dealt with it. 
Radlov quotes a word tüläk with the meaning «die Macht, das Vermögen, 
die günstige Gelegenheit».1 This word is cited from the dictionary of Redhouse 
where2 it figures among the meanings of Osmanli tüläk «a hen-coop; a bird's 
peroh; a bird's moulting season and condition; a young bird that has reached 
his first moult», from which it has to bé separated. The word is written in 
Arabic as tülk and the second vowel is uncertain. In her Alttürkische Grammatik8 
A. von G^bain lists the word as tölüg ?ö, Ik «Kraft». In the Türkische Turfan 
Texte X4 slie quotes the wqrd as tőlük (-tt-, -gl) «Kraft». Malov gives in his book 
Pamjatniki* tőlük with a question mark and renders the meaning as «nieőta, 
ekstaz, sozercanie». As we shall see below F. W. K. Müller read always tőlük 
«Stärke, Kraft». The recently published Drevnetjurkskij slovarj4 has on p. 579 
tölük with the meaning «sila, moäö, iz-za, po priöine», bút p. 413, last line reads 
tölüg. In his Eski. Uygur Türkqesi Sözlügü7 Caferoglu gives tőlük «dalma, 
heyecan, süzme, bakma,seyretmehu^ft: Suv6I5,6. kuvvet, gü?: Uig I 43,12». 
The problem will be more clear if we consult the texts in which the word 
occurs. We find our word in a passage of an Old Uigur text published by F. W. 
K. Müller in Uigurica I and republished in Uigurica IV (p. 10: 45 — 49):8 
' Versuch eines Wörterbuches der Türk-Dialekte, 1905, HI, 156S. 
1A Turkish and English Lexicon, 1890, p. 613 «Power, reach, opportunity». 
» 1960, p. 343. 
4 1969, p. 61, on p. 26 she reads tőlük. 
• Pamjatniki drevnetjurkskoj pisjmennosti, 1961, p, 433: tőlük (ftiUüfc). Malov gives 
two possible etymologies: Kirgiz tilek from tile- «to ask, to wish» ( f ) which is phonetically 
impossible und Chuvash telek (read tülk) «dream» tüá, tül «id.». As we shall see below 
this turned out to be the good solution. v 
«The Drevnetjurkskij slovarj quotes UigI127: 24 with «strength: power» and 
UigH 25: 26 with «thorefore, because of». The texts see below. 
' 1968, p. 249. " 
• APA W 1908, p. 43, SPA W 1931, p. 10. . 
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anta ötrü Ö(a)stani-i ilig bdg bar küíin öntürüp* tülükin10 sikriyü barip Urumuki 
atl(i)y yák-nit) töpüeintdki saíin tutup «Immediately afterwards Cha^tana the 
king making his strength to grow, springing by (the force of) his tülük, went 
and the demon with the name Urumukha, he grasped the hair on its head». 
F. W. K. Miiller translated tülükin sikriyü as «machtvoller Sprung». 
In Uigurica II11 (p. 25: 24—25) we can read the following passage: bu 
вату dSidip Kilimbi y&k öpkáai tülükintd ögsüz teg bolti. In the translation of 
F. W. K. MOller: «Als er dieses Wort vernahm, wurde Hidimbas des Damons 
Zorn in seiner Starke einem Sinnlosen gleich». The Authors of the Drevne-
tjurkakij alovarj, who have cited the same passage, gave a somewhat deviating 
translation: «ualySav éti slova, demon Hidimba ot jarosti stal slovno bezum-
nyj» (p. 580). Here our word is rendered with «ot» in the meaning «because of». 
A few lines later13 (p. 27: 24) the word occurs onoe more in the Uigur 
text: vgirliy lurzi-si üzd Kilimbi yükig tülükin urup anta oq yirdü qamti «with 
his Vajra-sceptre he hit Hiúimba, the demon, by (the force of) his tülük and at 
the same time he layed him low to the earth». Here F. W. K. Miiller translated: 
«mit Kraft schlug er». 
I t can be no doubt that in these cases we have to do with a special kind of 
strength. The context of another Uigur text corroborates our opinion. In 
Türkiache TurfanTexte X18 (:354—356) we find the following passage: tumluy 
yyzlüg Atavaki у ük bülirjtág tülükin trjri burxanqa yaqxn sikriyü barip . . . «The 
dark-faced demon Á(avaka by his fearful tülük sprung at the god Buddha». A. 
von Gabain translated: «Mit schrecklioher Kraft». 
Our word also occurs in the Suvarnaprabhasa. In the edition of Radlov 
and Malov14 (p. 558, VIII, 33b: 23) we read: il ului-пщ iiinti neSe terjlig bar 
ereer Mii yalatjuq-lar quvaray-a yitim-aiz ikinísiz tül-üksüz (kü£:)aüz кйвйщ-üz 
bolur-lar ne iá ködük qilduq-ta idi(-yin) bütürü ermez-ler.u «As many may be in 
• A. v. Gabain in TUrkiaehe Turjantexte X, 1969, p. 27 reads iintiiriip. The word 
oan be found in some modern dialeots. Turkmen has On- «to be born», Kirgiz Sn- «to ' 
grow», Kazakh 6n- «to inorease, to gain wight, to rise, to succeed». New Uigur has both 6n-
and -tin «to rise, to grow* while in Yakut we find un-. The Drevnetjurkakij alovarj rqads 
Sntiirilp. 
" P. W. K. Miiller always transcribed tStiik, but for reasons discussed below I 
transcribed always tiiliik. 
»APAW 1910, p. 25. 
"Ibid, p. 27. 
" 1969, p. 26. 
u Suvarrtaprabhdaa (Sutra zolotogo bleska) I—II, 1913. 
15 I t seems to me that we have here — as in many other places in the Suvar^a-
prabhdsa — to do with a verse with alliteration: il.. . ,/yitim... ./it. .. ,/idi.'.. . ' . .The 
Tibetan parallel text« is also in verse. 
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his' country, all the people and the crowd will loose for ever18 their tülük and 
strength so that they will not be able to remain the lords of their affairs». In 
the Tibetan text which has been translated from the same Chinese text of 
I-Ching17 the expression tülükaüz küfstiz küaünaüz bolurlar is: stoba-ihun dpa'-
b£oru med-pas-naIn an other passage of the same work (p. 359, Va8: 18) 
tülük is an attribute of Buddha Mahasatva (tülüklüg bodistv mqastv). Finally 
in X9a: 5—9 (p. 615) we find the following passage: adira ödüre saqinip ötrü 
M(a)qastvi tigin y(ä)tiqiniy tülük-tä tump uluy bädük kilsUi-kd inip uluy y(a)rli-
qan£u6i körjül turyurup küißl-in köküz-in yaqiirdip. I would translate this text 
tentatively as follows: «After having distinctively learned (all these) the prince 
M. being in a very great tülük, submerging in.a very great wish and reaching a 
great graceful thought, roused in his heart». The parallel Tibetan text I I I has: 
(ed. Nobel, II, p. 301: 26—27): de'i che rgyal-bu de ¿in-tu brtvl-ba'i dpa'-aran-
-ddnj amon-lam lhen-po btab-naa anin-rfe lhen-po baam-paa aema rtaa-Sin 'phel-bar 
gyur IcyaA. Here ¿in-tu brtvl-ba'i dpa'-sran has to correspond to the same 
Chinese original as yäti qxnxy tülük. The expression is uncommon. The word 
brtul-ba can not be here «deportment, behaviour»,alThe expression dpa'-sran is 
known from an Old Tibetan text with the,meaning «heroio, enduring».22 The 
Chinese original has been translated by Nobel as «grosser Heldenmut» (yung 
m&ng).'a In an other Tibetan translation of the Suvarnaprabhasa we have a 
shorter version:24 anin-rje ihen-po mihog-dan-ldan-pa'i snin-du gyur-pas de-ltar 
The expression yitimaiz ikinisiz is not quite clear to nie. I have supposed that 
yitimsiz is written instead of yitinlsiz «endless» and ikiniaiz is «without a seoond time, 
onoe», yitim «flax-seed» does not make sense here. 
" J . Nobel, Suvar-xiprabhäaottamaaütra. Das Ooldglanz-sütra. Ein Sanakrittext des 
Mahöyäna-Buddhismus'. Die Tibetische Übersetzungen mit einem Wörterbuch I—II, 1944, 
I-Taing's Chinesische Version und ihre tibetische Übersetzung I—II, 1968, p. 261 (443). 
Nar-thari: ior. 
" I t seems that dpa'-bior med-pa is here the parallel expression to tülükaüz and 
stobs-ihun corresponds to küisüz käsünsüz. As we shall see below in an other place dpa'-
sran corresponds to tülük. 
10 Nobel has translated the Chinese, text as follows (vol t , p. 338, 461C): «Dann 
liess der Prinz grossen Heldenmut erstehen, äusserte mächtiges Gelübde und mehrte mit 
dem Gedanken grossen Erbarmens sein Herz». 
" Ct. H. A. Jäsehke, A Tibetan—English Dictionary, 1949: «deportment, behaviour 
(acoording to CBoma) diligence, painstaking (aco. to Schmidt) T» 
M Cf. F. W. Thomas, Tibetan Literary Texts and Documents concerning Chinese 
Turkestan II, 1961, p. 96, A3: Bod 'bans dpa'-aran-la stend-pa'i chul biin-du. Thomas 
translated this as «. . . taking side with the stubbqrn heroio people of Tibet» (p. 102) and 
on III , p. 41 stubborn heroic: Dpa'-sran «heroio, enduring». 
» Nobel, p. 451, Cf. E. W. Soothill—L. Houds, A Dictionary oj Chinese Buddhist 
Terms, 1937, p. 297. I am grateful for the help of Mr. G. Schmitt (Berlin) in identifying 
the Chinese original. 
" See Nobel, p. 169: 9—12, This is the version I. • 
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b(r)tul-naa. Where the more detailed Tibetan text has: «strength» (atoba) and 
«heroic behaviour» (dpa' aran), in this, shorter text, it is said that Kis heart 
became provided with the best (virtue, mihog) of the great compassion 
(aiiiú-rje). • 
The Mongolian translation of Yon-tan bzan-po21 has been made from the 
shorter text: degefü yéke nigüleaküi aedkil-i törögülügaen-iyen teyin aedkil-iyen 
nomoqadqafu bür-ün. From the Mongolian text it is clear that Tibetan brtvl-ba 
(in the shorter text) has been understood as the past tense of 'dul-ba,'8 (in later 
.texts btul-) and translated by nomoqadqa- «to conquer».0 Thus the expression 
brtvl-ba'i dpa'-aran of text Tibetan III has to be translated as «the heroio 
ability ofconquering(himself)» and this is thecorrect interpretation of the 
virtue of heroism in Buddhistio thought. In the first text cited above .from the 
SuvarxMprabhdaa tülük is the term for the power of the soul and the hendiadys 
kü6 küsün denotes the physjcal strength. . . 
I think that the occurrence of pur word in the texts quoted above gives 
sufficient justification to my supposition that the meaning of the word tülűk 
in the Old Uigur texts has not been simply «physical strength» but a kind of 
spiritual strength, á magic power which oould-be used against enemies and for 
oonquering the wishes of one's own soul. 
Tlie fact that the word could not yet be traced in sources other than Old 
Uigur deprived us from suoh help in ascertaining the proper reading of the 
word and in finding its etymology. Perhaps the .situation is not. so. hopeless. 
In Yakut we find a word: tülük the second meaning of which is according 
to Pekarskij:80 «oíenj, vesjma, siljno^ örezmerno, pre-». It figures in suoh ex-
pressions as: t. timni «oőenj siljnyj oholod, siljnajá stuia», t. kujaa «znoj», <. u 
«krepkij son». Thus.it is a word denoting something very strong, heavy; it is 
used for expressing a kind of exaggeration. According tó Pekarskij this is the 
same word as tülük «zavalj, davlenie, tjaielij son, kofimar» and he eonriects }t 
with Yakut tűi «son» and Chuvash tilik «id.». I think Pekarakij was right. The 
word for «dream» in Turkio is tüá: 
Old Turkio: tűid- «to dream» (Uigll24: 27), tüá tiIád- «to dream dream»» 
(KfiSYari). Middie Turkio: tüá (Yugnaki Uigur, Arabio), tüá (TefsirJ. düi (Oyuz-
*» Version I I adds then-po. See also the Peking version, Tlie Tibetan Tripitaka. 
Peking edition, ed. by D. T. Suzuki, lű6Q,Bka'-gyur, Rgyud Pa 276b. 
".Version I: Uvi, Version U brtul (also in Pekinged.). 
" See Kara Qy., Az aranyfény-szútra. SuvwryMprabhasottama-sütrendrardja. Yon-
•tan bzafi-po szövegei—II, 1968 (Mongol Nyelveinliktdr XIII^-XIV), Vol. II , pp. 182—183. 
... • "Of ; 8. Oh. Das, A Tibetem—Snglith lHctiot^ wüh StmsM 1902:| 
brtul-ba «to conquer», pf. and fut. of 'dul-ba, brtul-phod = dpa'-bo siien stob-éán «a hero,' 
ohampion», 
18 Both Tibetan 'dul- and Mongolian nomoqad- had the primary meaning «to tame, 
to make peaceful». 
Slovarj jakutskogo jazyka I—III, 1927, 
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name), tüá (Husrau and Sirin), tüá (Rabyuzi), tüá, düá, tüá (Ibn Muhanna), tüá 
(Chagatai). New Turkic: Kipchak: töá (Tatar), töá (Bashkir) tüá (Kirgiz); Oguz: 
düiá (Turkmen), düá (Osmanli), Turkestan: 6üá (Now Uigur), tüá, £üá (Turki), 
tiá (Salar); Siberian: tüá (Altai), tüa (Hakass), düá (Tuva) etc. In Yellow Uigur 
we find the verb tüae-, ttiai-, tuae-, tuai- <ito dream», in Yakut the same verb is 
tüad-, tüaüö-, töaüö-. The word came into Chuvash as a late loanword from 
Tatar: tiáS in the expression áySx tSááipe «so sna, sprosonku» (ASmarin XV, 
p. 106). 
For the noun «dream» we find the form tül in the following sources: 
UigllO: 5, Uigll58: 1, Uigll24: 27, USuv 593: 23, 594: 5, 633: 15, UigSprach-
denkm. 96: 79, Berliner Turfantexte I D: 298, G: 8.31 From the modern dialects 
the form with -I has been preserved by Yellow Uigur: tel e.g. in tel tűse- «to 
dream dreams» and by Yakut: tül «dream». In Chuvash the word for «dream» 
is in the Virjal dialect tolok, in Anatri and the literary language lélék. The first 
occurrence of the word known to mo is in an unpublished manuscript from 
1780 - 179032in the form TK)/IH)K (read tolok). The Chuvash word goes back to a 
former *tülük. From the faot that Chuvash also has a verb tlllen- «to dream, to 
conjeoture, to guess, to spéak strange things, talk nonsense, unimportant things» 
(cf. télik tillen- «to dream» > Cheremiss tol'd n ), we can conclude that the pri-
mary stem *tül has also existed in Chuvash, and its final -k is the same as in 
pilek «five) (Turkio béé). 
When the Uigurs converted to Buddhism they had to use a word for the 
Buddhistio concept of spiritual power or virtue, and they choso a stem which 
in the past had been used to denote another,-seemingly not u physical activity, 
the word for dream. And this has not been a unique case in the history of our 
word. 
Before going on and tracing the history of our word I have here lo answer 
one more question. I t is a well known fact that in front of the final -é in the 
Turkio languages we find -2 in Chuvash. But in our case the form with -I is 
present also in Old Uigur, in Yellow Uigur and in Yakut. Similar cases have 
been colleoted by Németh, Pritsak and T. Tekin,33 but there is no common 
opinion about their cause. As I tried to Bhow on other places,34 most of these 
oases are due to dialectal isoglosses and this is also the case here. The lexical 
" Note that the forma with -I i.e. tül occur in the same texts as tüliik. 
"Leningrad, Saitikov-Siodrin Library, Colleotion Ermitage, No 222, Slovarj 
jazylca éuvaáskogo. 
" S e e J . Németh in Nyelvtudományi Közlemények XL1II (1914), p. 129, Annlecta 
Orientalia memoriae Alexandri Csorna de Körös dicata, Budupest 1942—1.947, p. 70, O. 
Pritsak: UAJb XXXV (1964), pp. 337-349, T. Tekin: Acta Orient. Hung. XXII (19Ü9), 
pp. 51 — 80. 
M Acta Orientalia Havniae X X X I I (1970), pp. 201—229 and in my yet unpublished 
dissertation: The Basic Problems oj the Relationship of the Altaic Languages, Budapesti 970. 
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isogloss of the forms f&l:iül did nöt coincide with the phonological isogloss 
i 'l i which iá á verycommon feature in the dialectal distribution of linguistio 
oppositions. •• • ' 
- i' The word tülük has been borrowed by Mongolian from áj Turkic language, 
most probably from an:early Ghuvash-Bulgarian idiom. I t 'can be found in 
Mongolian in the form tölge which goes. baok to an earlier form *tölöge as-e.g. 
áülge «twoyears old lamb» < eilüge Щек < tiíek or balyaaun «town» < 
balayaaun •*- baliq. ín some MSS a modern secondary form tölöge can be found.** 
The phonetio correspondence is regular. In one group of the early Chuvash-
Bulgarian loanwords of Mongolian, the Turkic closed labial corresponds to an 
open one. This reftects a phonetio development in the lending language. Let us 
see some examples: 
Turkio Mongolian 
küliün «loan» . kölüeün 
kürt «snow, drift» kör (íaaun) 
йте «help» ötne (Serig) 
yü&- «to convey» föge-
bük- «to bend» bököyi- «to.bend down» 
, mürfiz «corn» mögüreaün «cartilage» 
kübez «proud» köger** 
The sonorizatipn or rather the weakening of the final -A; is also regular 
(see the examples above of baliq -* balyaaun, tiáekeilüge and my paper on 
the history of the gutturals in final position in Chuvash).87 
The first occurrence of our Mongolian word we find in the Secret ЫШогу. 
The Chineee translation of the word is kua «to divine», chan pu «to divine by 
casting lots, to observe signs, to foretell»88. I t ooours twice in the SH. In thie first 
case the story is about Jamuqa a former anda or oath-friend of Chingis qan. 
Chingis qan is going to kill hie rival and says: (§ 201) «.. . anda minu anggida 
ber yabufu bidan-tur aman dü'üren kelelefü amin-tur qor aetkigü-yi inu eae 
aonoadaba je surdaqu gü'iIn büle'e tnünülü bolumui ükü'ülüye ké'esütölge-tür йlü 
«See С. Bawden: Asia Major JUS V i l l i ' s , 1969, p. 223, Note 19: Yisün foyosu-ц 
(sic) tölöge orusibai, MS8 325 and'35 o f t h e Royal Library, Copenhagen. 
** Q. Doerfer, Türkische und Mongolische Elemente I, p. 99, supposed three Pre-
turkio labials: o,g and и reap, ö, ¡¡¡and ü whereg and ¡¡i gaveо and ö in Turkic but u and tt 
in Mongolian. I think that we have to interpret the fact that to Turkió o, ö corresponds 
Mongolian o, ö and u . ü a n d to Turkic u, й Mongolian u , i l and o, ű with chronological 
cuid dialeotal differences. ; 
"On the Chuvash Guttural Stops in Final Position: Studio Turcica, Budapest 
1971, pp. 389-399. 
!.-••'.'. *{1, Haenish, Wörterbuch zu Manghol un niuca tobca'an (Yüan-ch'ao pi-shi) 
Geheime Geschichte der Mongolen, Leipzig 1939, p. 150. 
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orumui Silta'an ügei amin-tur qor ki'estt Ulil fokimui . . .».8® «My anda has 
deviated from me, he spoke about us with full mouth, but I didn't hear that 
he had evil thoughts against (my) life. He was the very man from whom one 
could learn and now he will not be more. To kill him does not f i t the tőlge, to do 
harm to his life without (any) oause is not appropriate.» Afterwards Jamuqa 
has been killed bloodlessly. 
The second story is about Ögödei, the son and sucoessor ofChingis qan. 
He got a serious illnesB, lost his speech and then gave an order for divination: 
(§ 272) bö'es bö'es tőlgelin-e tölgele'ülü'esü. «By all kinds of shamans and tolge-
makers he let make tőlge». There was a special kind of divination (abitla-)il per-
formed and it was found that somebody has to be offered to the offended 
spirits of the land of the Kitat. According to' the SH Tolui the youngest Bon of 
Chingis, the rival of Ögödei, «voluntarily» offered himself and was killed, once 
more without a drop of blood in this case with poison. 
I t is not without any interest that) in both oases the tőlge has been con-
sulted for justifying political murders of persons who should have been pro-
tected by the old customs. The fdipe-makers had to contact the transcendental 
world and thus were able to force by their magio power the acceptance or 
allowance of something which was against the sooial oçder. The basio concept 
which underlies the divination is that the divinator is forcing the signs — be 
they cleft 05 shoulderblades, numbers on a dioe, flights of birds, dreams etc. — 
to reveal something which they would not communicate for an ordinary 
person. 
In the Mongolian sources tőlge is mostly the divination made with help of 
signs. In the Muqaddimat al-Adab42 we find a sentence: tőlge bariba sibaumnla-
which is translated into Chagatay Turkic by fal tutti qui birle. Fái is a word of 
Arabio origin with the meaning «omen, sign, fortune-telling», thus the sentence 
could be translated «(he) made divination with (the help of) birds». In another 
passage tôlge is translated by Chagatai föng which is a Mongolian loanword and 
has the meaning «presage, omen, sign». A third Chagatai word used for tölge is 
qur'a which is of Arabio origin and has the meaning «divination dice». 
In the dictionaries of the modern Mongolian dialects we find the following 
meanings: literary Mongolian tôlge «fortune-telling, divination» (Lessing), 
Khalkha tölög «znamenie, predznamenovanie, gadanie», Ordos: tőlgő «art divi-
natoire, opération par laquelle le devin découvre quelque chose de caché; in-
strument qui sert a la divination», Burját dülge «znamenie», Kalmuok tôlge-
m See Ligeti L., A mongolok titkos történetç; Mongol Nyelvemléktár III , Budapest 
1984, p. 143, 
40 Op. cit., p. 208. 
41 This word cannot be separated from abid «intestines*. 
" N. N. Poppe, Mongoljskij slovarj Mukaddimat al-Adab I—II, Moscow—Lenin-
grad 1938, p. 35.3. 
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«(veraltet) Wahrsager ei, das Wahrsagen mit Knochen, Würfeln, Pfeilen»,? 
Pao-an tera- «spatj». 
From these we can group the following meanings: 1. omen, sign; 2. the 
action of finding something which is hidden; 3. divination: 4. the instrument of 
these activities. 
The instrument of the divination can be e.g. a coin (foyos-un tölge),i3 a red 
thread {tölgen-üuluyan utaaun),** shoulder-blade,4? dice,44 bow47 etc. The dream 
divination is also very old with the Mongols. I t would deserve a special study • 
to investigate the function of dreams in the SH. Its term is there jewüdün 
fewüdüle- (see e.g. § 63 where Dei seien speaks about his dream of Temüjin) or 
fa'arin life- (see e.g. in § 121 where Qoröi, the brother of Jamuqa speaks about 
the divine signs — fa'arin — which ho saw and.foretells the victory of Chingis 
qan above Jamuqa). In a text quoted by C. Bawden the diagram-Шде reveals 
among, other things the dreams.48 
The Mongolian word entered the Turkic languages of Siberia: Altai tölgö 
«rogatka dija opredelenija vlaínosti vozducha, rogatka ili luk, luöok (dija 
voroíby)», lölgöíi «voroieja», Shor tölgeíi, AltaiK tölgiíi, Наказе tölkiéi «ga-
datelj, voroieja» (Verbickij), Yakut tölkö, törkö «rok, sudjba (buduSöaja, opre-
delenie)» (Pekarskij). We come across the word also in Kirghiz tölgö «voroäba 
gadanie na kameäkach ili na aljőike kosuli», tölgöíü «gadaljäöik» (Judachin). In 
this connection it is especially important that in Yakuts we find four forms of 
the same basio word: Ше- «to dream» (<<ilie-), tül «dream», tülük «heavy 
dream, nightmare, very strong, heavy» and tölkö «fate, fortune». The first is the 
original Yakut word; the second is an early isoglossioal feature; the third is 
seemingly á very old Chuvash—Bulgarian loanword, and the fourth has been 
borrowed from Mongolian. This shows how complicated the fate of a lexical 
item can be. 
I have proposed above that we have to see in Mongolian tölge an old 
Chuvash — Bulgarian loanword. Phonetically the correspondence is regular, but 
semantically I would like to offer one more argument. The word tülük haa the 
meaning «dream» in Chuvash and Yakut and it can be translated in the quoted 
Uigur texts by «spiritual foroe, magic power». Now I would add to this that the 
48 See 0. Baivden: ZDMQ 108 (1968), p. 336, CAJ IV (1968), p. 27. 
44 C. Bawden: AM V1II/2 (1961), p. 228, Note 43. 
44 C. Bawden, On the Practice of Scapulimancy among the Mongols: CAJ IV, 1958, 
pp. 1 - 3 1 . 
44 C. Bawden: AM'Vlllß (1961), p. 221. 
47 See the Altai Turkic data below. Besides the works of C. Bawden wiiioii contain 
a rich material for the study of the divination ancl fortune-telling of the Mongols, see also 
recently A. Sárközi, A Pre-classical Mongolian Prophetic Book: Acta Orient. Hung.XXIV, 
1971, pp. 4 1 - 4 9 . 
48 Ene tölge-yi doluyan jüil-iyer üjügülkü bui: . . . yambar fcgüaún jeg'údülküi . . 
see AM VIII/2 (1961), p. 226, Note 31. 
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meaning «to find out» which could be the bridge between «dream» and «divi-
nation» can be found in Chuvaeh. In the modern Chuvash-Russian dictionary 
edited by Sirotkin we find a verb with the moaning «ugadyvatj, to find out». 
This word has the form till-. The -it- of the present-day Chuvash literary 
language is not the regular corros[>ondonoe to an earlier -it-. This would force 
us to exclude this word from the discussion - - if this -fl- is authentical. The 
fact that there is no example or expression quoted ¡in Sirotkin's dictionary 
rises the suspicion that this word has been simply overtaken from earlier lexico-
graphy. I t is indeed to bo found in Ashmarin's Thesaurus (XIV, p. 205) whore 
it is neither provided with examples but in this case the eourco is given, it is 
quoted from the Naiertanie pravil iuvainkdgo juzyka i sluvarj aoatavleniuija (llju 
duchomych uiiliii Kazanakoj ¿parchii, published in Kazan 1830. Here on page 
176 we find тюлесь «ugadatj*. In the orthography of the Naiertanie the 
Cyrillio letter ю is used to render two Virjal phonemes, the reduced front 
labial б (Anatri, literary t) and it. See: тюлюкь «son» (literary telek), пноллянась 
«vo sno vidotju (Шкп), тюл «vetreia» (Ш), пионе «otdufiina dlja dymu» (tini), 
тюп «dno» (tip) etc., reap, тюлень «mir, mirno» (tlllek), тюлясь «platitj dolg» 
(tille-), тюре «pravda, prjamo» (tllre), тюбя «dolja» (tllpe), тюжекь «perina» 
(Шек), тюзясь «terpetj» (tile-) etc. The faot that the seemingly rare or even 
obsolete word has not been transcribed in the system of Ashmarin by S but by it 
may to be,, traoed to this ambivalence.49 
The divination by -dreams has been common among the Chuvash. 
M<5szaros, who wrote a monograph on the old religious beliefs of the Chuvash, 
discusses the dream divination in a special chapter.6" The interpreter of the 
dreams (tilik tiujlakan) tells tho moaning of the dreams which she had seen 
(tllikre kur-) whilo putting an object of the person inquiring the future under 
her pillow. What had been seen (pax-) in the dream can be solved (wd-) also by 
common men. During the dream the soul of the man is leaving the body and 
wandering freely in the world. According t o t h e Christian Chuvash, an angel 
is showing tho world and the future to the soul. 
Mongolian preserved only a secondary and spocial meaning of our word 
whilo it has a special word for droam: Jegildiln. In the third group of Altaic 
langiiugue in the Manchu-Tunguzian the basic word for dream is connected 
wit h a root which hardly can bo separated from Turkio tUS ~ till. Tho Common 
Manchu-Tunguzian word for «to dream» can bo roconstruoted as *tdlki-. Our 
4" After having given this paper into print. I got a letter dutod of Utli July, 1071 
1 loin A. A, Alekmiov, Cheboksary, who was so kjnil as to have cheeked the word tiil- of 
iSiiotkin'H dictionary. He writes that tiil- is u dialectal form of the literary und Anatri 
till- and is »lilt living, its Virjal form is tot- and it has the same form он the word III «aim, 
place etc,». According to hint tilik ttllen |IUH HIHO I.IIH meaning «to find out, to foretell, to 
solve problems by dream*». „ 
tu A rsuvae onvalltiii emlikci, nudapeel. 100!), pp. ;i!)K -400. 
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first data is from Juchen, where we oome accross the fórm tolling. The other 
Manohu-Tunguzian forme are the following: Manohu: tolgin, tolxin «Traum», 
Nanai tol!ci(n), tolkiSin «son, snovidenie», iollciii- «vidötj eon», NanaiU, Or 
toliiii- «id.»,NanaiU (оШп «son»,NanaiNh, KU toli «id;.», NanaiBk tolki(n) «id.», 
Ulcha tolSi(n) «snovidenie», tolíiíi- «videtj son», Oro&tokkiéi «son» tokki «id;», 
tokkiíi- «videt son»,*Orok tólíin «son», Ude toai- «videtj son»; Solon toliSi-
«snitsja, videtj son, breditj, govoritj vo sne», Negidal tolkit-, tolkii-, «videtj 
eon», Even tóikat-, tolhat- «videtj eon»; Evenki tolkiri. «son, snovidenie», tolkit-, 
<о!ДО- «videtj son», EvenkiTit tolki- «videtj son».51 This wide-spread word has 
to be very old in the Manohu-Tunguzian languages, but not necessarily original.'2 
The long and complicated history of the word — all details of whioh we 
are not in a position to see clear — is pointirig to one of the sources of the super-
natural conoepts of the Altaio people. ' Dr|p am, magio power, divination are 
going baok to the same basio ooncept, something which is out of the physical 
every-day life, whioh is another kind of reality in the consciousness of the 
primitive Altaio people. We are at the soiiroes of the religious beliefs of the 
Altaio world. 
" I have to offer hoio my sincere thanks to the Altaio Group of the Linguistic 
'Institute, Leningrad and especially to V. I . Cinoius for making it possible for me to 
consult the manuscript of the Comparative Etymological Dictionary of the Manchu-
Tunguzian Languages compiled under her direction. This valuable work is in print and -
we can only'but hope that it will be published in the near future. 
" A clear example of early borrowing from Mongolian is Manohu-Tunguzian 
k'orin «twenty», the regular development of which is present in each Manchu-Tunguzian 
language and which is an early Mongolian loanword, see L. Ligeti: Acta Orient. Hung. 
X (1960), p. 243. 
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DID THE PROTO ALTAIC PEOPLE KNOW THE STIRRUP? 
The metal stlcrup la one of the most Important technical Inven-
tions in the history of tha nomadic peoples. Its appearance was con-
nected with a new technique of riding and fighting. The age of the object 
Is therefore an important question and-deserves our special attention. 
From this point of view It is an essential question) did the Altaic lan-
guages have a common.word for the atlrrup? If they had, it is highly 
plausible that, in case If it is not a loanword, the Altaic proto-lan-
guage lasted till the Invention and use of the stirrup, or with other 
words, the stirrup has to be as old as the proto Altaic language. 
. In 1912 Z. Gombocz 1 equated the Turkic ftzanql "stirrup" with Chuvash 
y&rana and Mongolian duruge (sic) with the same meanings. Ramstedt in 
1916 2 reconstructed -a Turkic proto-forrn *yuzayu and accepted the Chuvash 
and Mongolian parallels suggested by Gombocz; The Proto Turkic form 
x •• - 3 
yuretyl was put forward by Poppe in 1927 . Later Ramstedt succeeded in 
finding a corresponding word in Tung.ua*. Joki reconstructed 5 the Proto 
Altaic form as (?) *$'uraggl. the Proto Turkic, as "iilaqgl. The word 
has been quoted since then as one of the moai certain Proto Altaic words. 
fi 1 
Poppe in his paper read at the 24th International Congress of Orientalists 
in Munich in 1957, chose lust this example to show the basic rules of 
• • 7 
comparative Altaistlcs. In his newly published etymological dictionary, 
Rasanen considered the Turkish, Mongolian and Tunguzian words genetically 
related. 
' 8 
Only G . Doerfer did not accept the equation. He had the following 
objections! 1. The Mongolian form is not duruge but dOriiye. 2. There does 
not exist a Turkic form with y , i.e. y'uzagl. 3. Mongolian 0 does not 
correspond to Turkic u. 4. There are difficulties in the correspondence 
of the word endings. 
Doerfer*s firat objection has to be accepted and Rasanen already 
gives the correct form dBrUge. But we find forms with i.e. in 
Chagatai (Zenkert yuzajii) and Gagauz (yBzejl) .. Mongolian 0 can correpond 
to Turkic u in a group of wordsi 
SI 
Mongolian Turkic 
kölüsün "loan" küliün 
kär (2asun) "snow drift" kürt 
öme (£erig) "help" . üme 
löge- "to convey" yük-
mögüresün "cartilage". muijuz 
köger "proud" ' k'ubez . , 
tttlge "divination" tülük etc. 
The Turkic sometimes has a correspondence 
Mongolian . Turkic 
mögüresün "cartilage* murjiiz -
seger "backbone" seijir 
nofoaun, (n) unglfasun "wool" yui) 
algIra "shank, leg" alijlr 
mttqere- "to moo* mugre-
It Is remarkable, that In all of these cases where there Is a labial 
vowel, we find the correspondences Mongolian opens Turkic closed. 
Thus the objection of Doerfer Is nqt strong enough to disregard this 
equation. But we can give other reasons which support the view that the 
stirrup had not a common word in the Altaic languages. 
The Chriyash form y S r a n a cannot be reconstructed a s Poppe did in a 
proto-fbrm x'urar)l9. Its oldest form had to be *lr'aj'a. The protetic y-
orily joins words with initial lllablal vowelss PT 'ldlq "saint"~Chuvash 
yfergx, PT lk4z "double"" Chuv. yekSr, PT llge "loop"" Chuv. ySlS, etc. 
All words with lllablal initial got a prothetlc v-i. PT lit- "to burn" ~ 
Chuv. vlt-, PT uS- (elsewhere uS-)"Chuv. vli-, PT ur- "to bark"" Chuv. 
v8r-, etc. The form with lllablal can be found in the Turkic dialectal 
Yellow Uighur ezengo, Baraba lzaggu, Khakass lzege, Tuvinian ezei^gl, Yakut 
lsaqa. The fact,that all the archaic dialects have an illabial vowel shows 
that this form has to be a very old one. The forms with initial and 
u- are later developments, even if we find uz'aju in the Namagah MS of the 
Qutadfu Billg /1069/13th century». 
The Turkic xlzaja. Chuvash xiraga "Cannot be connected with Mongolian 
ddriige neither as corresponding forms to a common Proto Altaic form, nor 
as loanwords. 
The Mongolian word for stirrup has a clear etymology. It is a denom-
inal derivation from the word dBrii "iron or rope ring". For the -ge suf-
fix seei seke "opening" sekege "id.", slrul "earth" slrufa "id.", bajfaya] 
"preparation" ba5aifallfa "id.", bodu "smallpox" bodufa "id.", time "noise" 
52 
Slmege "ld.",f-om the same word dflru has been derived dOrubSl "halter, dog 
leaah/ makeshift rope stirrup", dOriigebEl "rope stirrups for donkeys or 
camela". Since we know that the metal stirrup has developed from rone loops, 
this etymology reflects historical facts. Similar developments have been 
suggested for the Hungarian word for atirrupi kengyel (k^gy "ring" + el 
"former part"), for the English word ltaelf stirrup (OE atlgan "climb" and 
rap "rope")| for German Stegrelf (OHG ategarelfi atlgan "climb" and relf 
"rope"). Middle'Latin atreupa, straffa are German loanwords. The Solon 
dureqkl and the Evenki forms durlk1 (evkK. SB Hro), durekl (evkK), durakl 
(evkK), durlkl (evkSB, Nrc) are clearly loanwords from Mongolian. The old 
word for stirrup in Jurchen and Manchu was tufu(n). 
. The archeologlcal data.corroborate our opinion. According to Vajn-
s t a j n 1 0 , who investigated the historical sources, (he archelogical materia? 
and the earlier literature, the metal stirrup appeared not earlier than 
the Turk Empire in the 6th century. All data.supposed to be earlier were 
either errouneously dated, or were not stirrups. It is reasonable to 
suppose that the rope stirrup preceeded the metal one, and it had to have 
been older a few hundred years, than .t he metal one. But even if we suppose 
that the word for stirrup denoted earlier the rope stirrup neither the 
object, nor the word can.be earlier th«j\ the beginnings of our era. This 
is also clear.from the fact, that neither' metal, nor rope stirrup'was 
known to the RomanB who surely would.have overtaken it , if it had been 
known in the East. 
It is impossible to suppose that the hypothetical Proto Altaic Ian-: 
guage lasted till the beginnings of our e r a . Thus we have phonological, 
etymological and historical reasons which authorize us to reject the hypo-
thesis that the Proto Altaic people kpew the s t i r r u p 1 > 
On the other hand it is of importance that Chuvash has a common word 
"stirrup" with the other Turkic languages. From this fact we can conclude 
that the separation of the old Chuvash-Bulgarian-Ogur tribes from the other 
Turkic groups occured aftdr the invention of the stirrup. Since Chuvash 
hae a regular reform (xlrarja) in front of the Turkic z-form ("lzana «» 
"uzagl) we have a help for dating the famous Rhotaolsm. It has to Be 
younger than the invention and use of the stirrup. 
N o t e s 
1. Zur Lautgeachichte der altalschen Sprachen: Keleti Szemle XIII, p . 5. 
2. Zur mongolisoh-turkischen Lautgeschichtei Keleti Szemle XVI, p . 74.-
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3. Altaisch und Jrtürkisch f Ungarische 1 Jahrbücher VI, p. 106: 
4. Kalmückisches Wörterbuch, p. 99. 
5. Die Lehnwörter des Sajansamojedischen: Mémoires de la Société Finno-
Ougrienne 103, p. 128.-
6. Einige Lautgesetze und ihre Bedeutung zur Frage der mongoliech-türki 
sehen Sprachbeziehungeni üral-Altaische Jahrbücher XXX, pp. 95-97. 
7. Versuch eines etymologischen Wörterbuchs der Türksprachen, p. 524. 
' 8. Türkische und mongolische Elemente im Neupersischen II, pp. 148-149. 
9 . Poppet UJb p . 106. 
10. Nekotorye voprosy istorii drevnetjurskoj kul'tury« Sov. Étn.l965i , 
3, pp. 60-81:-
11,.According to Ramstedt, the Tunguz, Korean, Mongolian and Turkic lan-
guages and peoples had been separated already in 4000.B.C., see Ein-
führung in die altaische Sprachwissenschaft I, 1957, p. 15', 
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ДИСКУССИИ И ОБСУЖДЕНИЯ 
А. РОНА-ТАШ 
ОБЩЕЕ НАСЛЕДИЕ ИЛИ ЗАИМСТВОВАНИЯ? 
(К проблеме родства алтайских языков) 
Среди многих причин того, что старая проблема родства алтайских язы-
ков еще не разрешена и дискутируется весьма остро 1, две являются осо-
бенно важными. Первая — историческая. Как сторонники, так и против-
ники генетического родства алтайских языков, признают существование 
исторических контактов- между алтайскими народами и языками после 
XIII в. Однако те, кто защищает идею генетического родства, склоняются 
к отрицанию возможности более ранвих контактов и считают все соответ-
ствия, датируемые периодом до XIII в., общим наследием из'протоалтай-
ского языка. В то же время противники генетического родства полагают, 
что все соответствия, которые возникли ранее XIII в., являются заимство-
ваниями. Она не пытаются при этом дифференцировать различные пласты 
заимствований и не ставят перед собой вопроса: не может ли древнейший 
слой атих общих черт быть обусловлен генетическим родством? 
Другая причина — методологическая. Соответствия между языками 
могут быть обусловлены следующими факторами: 1) случайность; 2) ти-
пологическое сходство; 3) конвергенция из независимых исходных пунк-
тов; 4) исторические'условия. В свою очередь исторические причины мно-
гочисленны, и к ним относятся, например: а) генетическое родство; б) аре-
алы] не взаимоотношения (родственных и неродственных языков), обуслов-
ливающие общие ареальные черты, которые могут развиться в систему 
вторичных соответствий (языковой союз); в) общее влияние третьего языка 
(субстраты, внешнее влияние); г) исторические контакты, отражавшиеся в 
заимствованиях. Все факторы (за исключением случайности) порождают 
или могут породить регулярные соответствия, таким образом регулярность 
сама по себе но является критерием, с помощью которого можно было бы 
различать типы соответствий. 
Необходимо разработать специальные методы исследования; а это осо-
бенно трудно в отношении алтайских языков, многие из которых не имеют-
древних языковых памятников и располагают довольно небольшим числом 
своих ветвей по сравнению с другими языковыми семьями. Ниже предла-
гается методика, большая часть приемов которой хорошо известна и ис-
пользуется в других отраслях исторической лингвистики, а некоторые из 
'См. : А . М . Щ е р б а к , Об алтайской гицотеле в языкознании, ВЯ, 1959, С; 
ж. К л о у с о и, Лексикостатистическая оценка алтайской теории, ВЯ, 1909, 5; 
.А. Б а с к а к о в , Ареальная консолидация древнейших наречий и генетической 
родство алтайских языков, ВЯ, 1970, 4; Л. Л и г е т н, Алтайская теория и лексико-
статистика', ВЯ, 1971, 3; Г. Д ё р ф е р, Можно ли проблему родстиа алтайских язы-
ков разрешить с позиций индоевропеистики?, ВЯ, 1972, а. 
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них привлекались также в алтайских исследованиях. Однако здесь эти 
методические приемы применялись в совокупности и на относительно од-
нородном материале. 
ОДНОЁ из самых трудных проблем является разграничение общего на-
следия и древних заимствований. Те, кто придерживается точки зрения 
на заимствованный характер древнеалтайских соответствий, должны при-
вести свои доводы. Несколько таких аргументов будет предложено ниже. 
Здесь будут рассмотрены, главным образом, чувашско-монгольские парал-
лели и, в первую очередь, известные соответствия.так называемого рота-
цизма и ламбдаизма, поскольку они принадлежат к.гомогенной, с точки 
'ярения фонологической, группе (конечно, подразделяемо^ на несколько 
хронологических и географических подгрупп, которые не всегда легко раз-
граничить). Кроме того, эти соответствия, несомненно, относятся к более 
раннему периоду, нёжели XIII в., и именно они рассматривались алтаис-
тами как общее наследие. Со своей стороны, я не считаю их самым ранпим 
общим фондом в алтайских языках. 
Подчеркнем далее, что аргументы, приводимые ниже, разумеется, не 
могут быть признаны «абсолютными». Использование одного из них по-
может только с большой или меньшей степенью вероятности отделить древ-
вие соответствия от заимствований. Но с показаниями совокупности этих 
аргументов, полученными-в результате анализа значительного по своему 
объему материала, исследователь обязан считаться. 
Этимологический аргумент. Если слово встречается в языках А и Б в 
регулярно соответствующих формах, но в языке А для него нет этимоло-
гии, тогда как его основа (и словопроизводный аффикс) могут быть найде-
ны в языке Б, то это, скореее всего, заимствование в языке А из языка Б. 
Здесь всегда могут быть сделаны возражения, что основа слова и аффикс 
также существовали в языке А, но были там утрачены. Теоретически такая 
возможность не исключена; однако чем больше мы сможем представить 
примеров такого рода, что материалы для этимологии слов наличествуют в 
языке Б и отсутствуют в языке А; тем меньше вероятность «случайной» 
утраты соответствующих основ и аффиксов. 
Рассмотрим несколько примеров М boyorla «перерезать горло; заду-
шить» *-ПБ boyorla- <^ ПТ boyaz «горло»; М ikire«близнецы» ПБ iktr < ПТ 
ekiz «двойня» (о людях) < eíei «два»; М kiraya «сумерки перед рассве-
том» <— ПБ </ira у < qiraq < ПТ qiz- «покраснеть»; М tärei «голенище» <— 
-«—ПБ tilrei < ПТ Uzet <С. tiz «колено»; ПМ игап «мастер» <— ПБ иг- < 
< ПТ uz- < й- «уметь»; М иуиг «ступка» •*— ПБ иуиг < ПТ uyuz <[ иу-
«крошить; молоть»; М ayurqat «дыра, шахта» <— ПБ ауиг <[ ПТ ayiz < äy 
(Kasg.) «рот; щель; отверстие»; М quluyubii «шапка-ушанка» ПБ quluy 
< Г1Т qulqaq «ухо», и др. 
Семантико-исторический аргумент. Бели слово встречается в языках 
А и Б в регулярно соответствующих формах, но имеет только одно кон-
кретное или специализированное значение в языке А и в то же время го-
раздо более широкий круг значений в языке Б, то, вероятнее всего, что 
язык А заимствовал его из языка Б, хотя вполне возможно и другое объяс-
нение, а именно — что вторичное ограничение значения могло произойти 
на почве языка А. Однако если число примеров с подобными семаитиче-
" Ниже мы ограничиваемся приведением формы, которую мы считаем самой дреи-
ией и которая восстанавливается на основе фактов данной языковой ветви. Ути рекон-
струкции, однако, не могут быть отнесены к одному хронологическому уровню. При-
няты сокращения: М — монгольский, Т — тюркский, тунг,— тунгусо-маньчжурский, 
ПБ — протобулгарский, ПМ — протомонгольский, ПТ — протогюркский, чув.— чу-
вашский, И'Гунг — прототунгусоманьчжурский, Г1А — протоалтайскпй, ДТ- — дрси-
иетюркский. 
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сними соотношениями достаточно велико, то такие слова с большой долей 
вероятности можно рассматривать как заимствования в языке А из языка 
Б. Примеры: М samsa «крылья носа» <— ПБ samsa ( [> чу в. sámsa «нос»); 
М qulki «внутреннее ухо», М quluyu «ушная сера» <— ПБ qulqaq — quluy < 
< ПТ qulqaq «ухо»; М dűli «полдень, полночь» +- ПБ dűl < ПТ Ш «вре-
мя; место»; М tölge «гадание» ПБ tölüg < ПТ Ш «сод»; М siri- «закали-
ваться» (о металле) <— ПБ sir < ПТ siz- «плавиться»; M íaía «равнина, 
степь».«- ПБ tal <[ ПТ taS/tlB «внешняя сторона». 
Свидетельство синонимов. Если два.синонима обозначают один предмет 
в языке А и один из этих синонимов наличествует также в языке Б, то 
вполне возможно, что он является заимствованием в .языке А. Конечно, 
могут быть возражения и здесь. Прежде всего, в языке нет абсолютных си-
нонимов; в то же время синонимы могут развиваться также в пределах од-
ного языка. Тем не. менее, при условии всестороннего анализа синонимов 
атот критерий также может быть применен для разграничения генетиче-
ских соответствий и заимствований. Например: М körű «камень» и М itla-
уип «камень» *—ПБ t'il <С. ПТ Ш «камень»; М ]ilbl «молозиво» н М иуигау 
«молозиво» *— ПБ иуиг < ПТауиг «молозиво»; М elesün «песок» и М qumáki 
«песок» «—ПБ qumaq < П Т д и т «песок»; Msielüleng «трехлетнее животное с 
полным набором эубов» и М siliige ПБ illüg < ; ПТ Шек «8убастое живот-
ное»3; М qasu «железо» (<— др.-кирг.) и М temür «желево» <— ПБ temür < ПТ 
temiir «железо»; М оп «год» (календарный) а М jil «год» (возраст) <— ПБ j'il 
( < ПТ y&S) -* ДТ yll «год». 
Аргумент основного словарного фонда. Чем олыпе соответствий мо-
жет быть найдено в основном словарном фонде языков А в Б, тем больше 
возможность их генетического родства. Естественно, что даже это положе-
ние не может быть принято безоговорочно. Основной словарный фонд име-
ет два определения: 1) слова, обозначающие самые элементарные реалии; 
2) слова, употребляемые наиболее часто. 
Элементарность и частота, однако, также исторически обусловлены, и 
скорость их изменения — вопреки мнению представителей школы глотто-
хронологии — отнюдь не постоянная. Мы также должны иметь в виду, что 
языки не обозначают один сегмент действительности одним и тем же сло-
вом, например, в одном языке слово «рука» обозначает часть конечности от 
кончика пальцев до запястья, а в другом — от кончиков пальцев до локтя. 
В некоторых языках одно и то же слово обозначает «синий» и «велений» 
(например, в древних тюркских и старовенгерском), в то время как в дру-
гих языках (например, в русском, других индоевропейских, современных 
тюркских), имеются особые слова для обоих цветов и т. д. Имея это в виду, 
мы не можем применять лексикостатистическую методику, хотя и должны 
признать ее важность в привлечении .внимания к историческому анализу 
основного словарного фонда. " 
Мы вправе полагать, что теоретически любое наудачу выбранное слово 
основного словарного фонда может оказаться заимствованным, по с точки 
зрения языковой истории существенно лишь свидетельство большого ко-
личества связанных между собой слов. Правильным методом является не 
показ того, что не соответствует в двух языках, а раскрытие природы соот-
ветствий. Если постоянные эквиваленты большинства основных слов, име-
ющихся в языке Б, существуют в языке А, но они здесь не принадлежат к 
основному словарному фонду, то это обстоятельство можно рассматривать 
как весьма важный аргумент, подтверждающий, что эти слова заимствован-
ные. В качестве примера приведем так называемый а р г у м е н т обозначе-
3 CM.: A. R 6 n a - T a a. On the Chuvash guttural stops in final position, c6. «Stu-
dia Turcica», Budapest, 1971, CTp. 396-397. 
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ния частей тела: ПТ ayiz «рот» —• М ауиг<7а* «дыра, шахта», но Maman 
«рот»; ПТ baS «голова»—»-M tarbalji «лысоголовая птица», но М ierigiin 
«голова»; ПТ- boyaz « г о р л о » М boyorla- «перерезать горло; задушить», но 
М qoyulai «горло»; ПТ ¿eke «виски; лоб; кость с ямкой» —» М ¿ege «плоская 
часть лодыжки с ямкой», но М íimarqal «лоб»; ПТ tiS «зуб» —> М siliige 
«животное с полным набором зубов», но М sidiin «зуб»; ПТ tiz «колено» —• 
-* М türei «голенище», но М ebiidüg «колено»; ПТ adaq «нога» —> М aday 
«конец чего-либо», ноМ kői «нога»; ПТ qll «волос» —» М kilyasun «конский 
волос», kilayana «stipa glaressa», но М hiisiin «волосы»; ПТ qaS «бровь» —* 
—*-М qalja «украшение лба», но М kömüske «бровь»; ПТ Ьоуип «шея» — 
boyiuyur «высокоплечий», но М küjiigün «шея»; ПТ bile к «запястье» —» М 
btleóüg «браслет», но М bayul «запястье»; ПТ burun «носр -»• М buruníay 
«вожжи»(для верблюда), но М qamar «нос» (ср. чув. sämsa «нос»—>• Мsamsa 
«крылья носа»); ПТ qudruq «хвост» —> М qudurya «подхвостник», но М segül 
«хвост»; ПТ qän «кровь» —М qana- «пускать кровь», но М ¿isun «кроввр; 
ПТ qulqaq «ухо» —» М qulkt «внутреннее ухо», но М iikln «ухо», и т. п. 
Характерная черта этого типа соответствий постоит в том, что тюркское-
слово, обозначающее ту или иную часть тела, в монгольском представлено 
в определенной форме, но имеет вторичное (или переносное) значение, а 
для обозначения той же части тела используется другое, собственно мон-
гольское слово. В отдельных случаях можно допустить, что имело место 
развитие вторичного значения, но данные слишком очевидны, чтобы при-
нять это предположение для всей приведенной группы. 
Не исключены также случаи, когда фонетически схожие тюркское и 
монгольское слова семантически полностью совпадают: Т qar'i «рука)>— М 
yar; Т topiq «коленная чашечка» — М toyiy < toßiy, 'Г bilgräk• «почка» — 
М bögere. 
В этих примерах, однако, фонетический критерий подсказывает, что 
для монгольского это заимствованные слова. В случае тюрк, qar'i — монг. 
уаг непонятно, почему в тюркском имеется -í и почему он опущен в мон-
гольском, ибо часто бывает как раз наоборот: монгольские слова имеют 
дополнительный гласный по сравнению с тюркскими (Т tűs — М dűli 
«полдень»; Т ikiz — М ikire «двойня»). В примере Т topiq ~ М toyiy мон-
гольское слово показывает озвончение конечного, что может быть резуль-
татом эволюции и на монгольской почве (в монгольском сильный глухой 
согласный не может стоять в ауслауте). А в случае Т bügräk — М bögere 
конечный -к в монгольском примере уже исчез, что напоминает чувашский 
тип развития, где звонкие гутуральные также исчезли (см. об этом ниже. 
О соответствии Т й — М ö также см. ниже). Слово topiq, несомненно, имеет 
тюркское происхождение и произведено от top «нечто круглое». Подчерк-
нем, что на заимствование и здесь указывает снова система слов, а не от-
дельные слова. 
Аргумент числительных. Числительпые также составляют часть основ-
ного словарного фонда. Тот факт, что у алтайских числительиых обнару-
живается крайне незначительное количество общих черт и практически 
нет соответствий, был замечен давно. Г. Рамстедт 4 пытался разрешить 
эту проблему, предполагая, что тюркские явыки разработали новую систе-
му числительных в силу культурно-исторических и социальных предпо-
сылок (в частности, потребностей, вызванных торговлей и развитием жи-
вотноводства). Эта теория, которая' не может быть доказана, содержит 
4 G. J . Н a m з t е d t, Uber die Zahlwörter der altaisclien Sprachen, JSFOU( 
XX1V:1, 1907; е г о ж е , Einführung indie altaiselie Sprachwissenschaft. II, Helsinki, 
1952, стр. 62—67; Г. И'. Р а м с т е д т, Введение в алтайское языкознание. Морфоло-
гия, М., 1957, стр. 64—68. См. также последнюю по времени публикацию: Б. Р. Н а ш р. 
On the Altaic numerals, «Studies in general and Oriental linguistics», Tokyo, 1970. 
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несколько противоречий. Во-первых, в тюркских числительных соответст-
вия чув. I — Т S и чув. г — Т z встречаются очень часто (в нижеследующих 
примерах слово, приводимое перед его переводом, тюркское, после пере-
вода — чувашское): Ьё! «пять» — pilék < bel; sákiz «восемь — sakár <[ 
< sSkir\ toquz «девять» — íáxár < togur; altmíS «шестьдесят» — utmál 
< allmil, yetmiS «семьдесят» — éitmél < Jetmil; yüs\ «сто» — éér < Jür. 
Согласно теории Рамстедта, в этих случаях чув. г я I сохранили перво-
начальную форму; однако ученый в то же зремя считает числительные 
поэдиим вторичным явлением. А это означает, что в истории тюркских язы-
ков -г/-1 формы не обязательно унаследованы из протоязыка. Если это вер-
но, существует теоретическая возможность того, что слова с -т!-1 были заим-
ствованы поэже. Во-вторых, как мы увидим ниже, лексика развитого жи-
вотноводства является в значительной степени общей как в тюркском, так 
и в мопгольском языках. Если же принять объяснение автономной эволю-
ции тюркских числительных потребностями животноводства и торговли, 
тогда остается непонятным, почему же эта эволюция не была синхронна с 
развитием животноводческой терминологии. 
Вылп сделаны попытки доказать, что основы некоторых числительных 
существуют в. обопх языках. Например, Рамстедт сравнивал Т bir «один» 
и М biiri «всо, все, каждый», Т toguz «девять» в М íokir «с негнущимися (от 
судороги, холода) пальцами» 4, но они не эквивалентны семантически. 
М ikire действительно соответствует Т ikiz < ekt(iki) «два», но это животно-
водческий термин (первоначально оно означало двойню у животных); в 
этом случае в тюркском сохранилась основа слова (eki «два»), а в монголь-
ском ikire является заимствованием. Итак, остается только один сомни-
тельный пример тюркско-монгольских соответствий в области числитель-
ных: Т tort, М dórben, тунг, dügiin «четыре». 
Отсутствие соответствий у числительных, конечно, могло быть только 
доказательством против родства алтайских языков, если допустить, что 
алтайский протоязык существовал и тогда, когда развивалась система де-
сятеричных числительных. Если же предположить, что десятеричная сис-
тема не была развита ко времени распада алтайского протоязыка, тогда' 
этот аргумент бесполезен в разрешении проблемы: родство или заимствова-
ние? Собственно, точнее было бы ставить эту проблему не так: являются 
ли алтайские языки родственными друг другу или нет, а по-другому: или 
алтайский протоязык распался очень рано, или же он не существовал во-
обще. ' 
Аргумент местоимений. Личные местоимения также являются важной 
частью основного словарного фонда языка. Сопоставим три реконструиро-
ванных системы: 
Тюркский Монгольский Тувгуссквв 
«я» Ы~Ьйп(тЯп) Ы ~ mln Ы ~ mtn 
«ты» si ~ sin ti tin st — sin . 
воя, Ояа, оно» ol ~ an I ~ In ni ~ hin 
•мы» bit bu ~ man (экскл.) Ьйй (экскл.) 
bida (ипкл.) müntl (ппкл.) 
«вы» (мн. ч.) sil ta*~tan süi 
«онп» anlar а ~ an ti 
В алтайской системе местоимений наибольшее число соответствий при-
ходится на 1 и 2-е лица ед. числа; известная соотносимость может быть за-
мечена также в 3-м лице ед. числа (Т ol является вторичным, первоначально 
местоимение 3-го лица ед. числа, вероятно, было i ~ in); п-овые формы скло-




няемых основ также соотносимы. Но во мн. числе наблюдается полное 
расхождение, причем не только фонетическое, но ц морфологическое. В 
тюркском представлено мн. число на -z ж -lar; ÍJ монгольском наблюдается 
явление, похожее на аблаут; в монгольских и тунгусских местоимениях 
1-го лица мн. числа можно обнаружить эксклюзивные и инклюзивные фор-
мы, которые не имеют следов в тюркском. Итак, ясно, что в системе алтай-
ских местоимений мн. число развивалось в отделившихся языках. В сепа-
ратной жизни тюркского языка развилась форма мн. числа на -z, однако 
это случилось до распада тюркских языков, потому что в чувашском регу-
лярно проявляется -г-соответствие (ерёг о + bir; . е$ёг < а 4- sir). 
Этот факт наводит на мысль, что независимая жизнь алтайских протоявы-
ков должна рассматриваться как .долгий исторический процесс. 
Культурно-исторический аргумент. Если данный комплекс терминов 
культуры, экономит и социальной истории совпадает в языках А и Б и 
если этот комплекс начал существовать позже, чем разделение общего 
протоявыка на языки А и Б, то можно предполагать, что рассматриваемая 
терминология была заимствована или в явыке А, или в языке Б, или же в 
' обоих этих языках. Разумеется, и здесь речь должна идти никак не об от-
дельных словах. Может легко случиться, например,что в двух родственных 
языках термин «молодой олень» превратится в термин «теленок», в этом слу-
чае мы должны считать вто результатом конвергентного развития. Однако 
целый комплекс явлений может сделать факт заимствований очень веро-
ятным, если доказательства недвусмысленны. 
В тюркском и монгольском языках существует терминология высоко-
развитого животноводства, которая связывается регулярными фонетиче-
скими соответствиями. В приводимых вин<е парах первое слово — тюрк-
ское, второе — монгольское: ayuz — uyuray «молозиво»; aiuq —*• тунг, al-
luka «кость лодыжюф; azly — araya окоренной зуб»; biS— büli- «сбивать 
(масло)»; ЬигаХ, buzavu — blrayu «теленок»; boyazlá- — boyorla- «заколоть; 
задушит и> (животное); bwguz— mögüresün «хрящ»; eSkök —- eljigen «осел»; ikiz 
— tkire «близнецы, двойнда; köSek «молодой верблюда — gölüge «щенок»;.' 
omuz «плечо» -— отигиуип «ключица»; hökiiz (ср. уйг. höküz, узб. цуциз, 
гагауз, yöküz) — hilker «быко; qimlz — ktmir «кумысо; qozi — qurayan 
«ягненоко; qaS — qaljan «белое пятно на лбу животного»; qozi — qarbing 
«подбрюшный жир»; qovlS — qoyulai «горлор; íiSek — silegil «трехлетнее жи-
вотное с полным набором зубов»; süz— sör- «прийти с противоположной 
стороны» < «бодать»; íuí (ст.-уйг.) — töl «плод; приплод; потомокр; уаё-
«прятатЫ>— dal «укрытие для крупного рогатого скота»; bőz—boro «серыйс 
(о масти животных); yaylz —dayir «бурый; олень»; kHz- «бродить; ходить» — 
kerii- «бродить, странствовать»; taz — tar, taraqai «лысый, лысая часть». 
Вышеуказанные слова были подобраны с учетом явлений ротацизма и 
лабдаизма. Но факт заимствования происходит независимо от фонетиче-
ской формы слова. Поэтому мы вправе ожидать подобной картины и в ос-
тальной части животноводческой терминологии, где ротацизма и ламбдаив-
ма не наблюдается. Итак, мы должны допустить следующее: или единство 
алтайского протоязыка сохранялось и тогда, когда появилось высокораз-
витое животноводство, или эти слова должны считаться заимствованиями. 
Поскольку исторические и археологические исследования исключают 
возможность первого объяснения, следует принять второе. Эта возможность 
увеличивается, если принять во внимание то, что говорилось выше об ос-
новном словарном фонде. Помимо животноводческой терминологии, рас-
смотрим важные термины металлообработки в тюркском и монгольском 
(первый компонент пары — тюркский, второй — монгольский): tarqan 
«рабочий-металлист» О титул)— darqan; qoryaíun «свинец» — qoryoljin» 
]ez «медь»—jer (Jebe) (монг: Jes бояеепозднее заимствование); siz- «плавиться; 
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— sire- «закаливаться (о металле)»; ayïz «рот; устью — ayurqai «шахта, 
рудник; дыра»; чув. tuxlan <С toqlan «свинец» — tuyulyan. 
Итак, лингвистические данные подтверждают то, что уже известно на 
истории: отдельные алтайские языки были уже развитыми в позднем 6poà-
эовом веке, и между нами существовала исторические контакты, что наш-
ло отражение, между прочим, в в булгаро-тюркских заимствованиях в 
монгольском языке. 
Аргументе иноязычный вшмствованиО. Если два . соответствующих 
слова имеются в языках А и Б и если можно доказать, что в языке Б это 
слово является заимствованием на третьего явыка, тогда оно должно быть > 
заимствованием и в языке А. В калмыцком языке имеется словосочетание 
demsf tärnk" «тюркский табак»; уже само значение подсказывает, что мы, 
по-видимому, имеем дело с заимствованием. В казахском и в новоуйгур-
ском имеется слово dämst» «безвкусный» (däm овкус» + приватнвный аффмко 
-sis), оно встречается и в других тюркских языках. Основа этого слова — 
däm — арабского происхождения (араб, t'am «вкус»). Если оно является 
заимствованием в тюркских языках, то оно должно быть заимствованием 
ш в калмыцком; вопрос только в том, каким образом Т -síz превратился в 
«алы. -sir -sg>. Это слово вошло в калмыцкий язык благодаря торговым 
связям, через посредство булгаро-тюркских купцов. В современном чу-
вашском языке оно существует в форме têmsêr < temsir (ср. татар, tomsez), 
которая является'проиэводной от заимствования из арабского и образована 
при помощи чувашского привативного аффикса -sër -sir В калмыцком 
это слово может быть довольно новым, но во всяком случае оно не могло 
быть заимствовано после переселения калмыков на Волгу: во-первых, к 
втому времени начальный булгарскяй d- превратился в t-; во-вторых, бул-
гарские купцы играли важную роль на Волге до XIII—XIV вв. (об атом 
может свидетельствовать, например, широкое распространение слова 
bulyarl «сорт КОЖЕГО). В монгольском, несомненно, есть слова булгарского 
типа, заимствованные благодаря торговым связям. 
Но имеется также большое количество древних слов булгарского тина, . 
заимствованных в более ранний период. Т, М, тунг, yez — Jes — Jes «медь; 
бронза» — индоевропейского (тохарского) происхождения. M /до имеет 
также параллель булгарского типа в сочетании Jer Jebe «(бронзовое) ору-
жие». И.-е. форма основы этого слова yes (лат. aurum ausum, сабинск. 
ausom, литов. аишв, др.-прусск. ausls); оно проникло также а в уральские 
языки (°ueski — 0uaski), откуда через южносамодийское и древнекиргиз-
ское посредничество попало в монгольский 7 (др.-самодийск. yes южно-
самодийск. kvas —• др.-кирг. quaa ~* старомонг. qasu). Индоевропейская 
первоначальная форма доказывает, что адесь T s является первичным по 
отношению к M -г, а так как это слово является в тюркском заимствовани-
ем, то оно должно быть заимствованием и в монгольском. 
Аргумент литпвистегсивжной ¡географии. Если языки А, Б и В генетиче-
ски родственны, соответствия, унаследованные ими от общего протоявыка, 
должны быть распространены в нйх более или менее одинаково. Таким об-
разом, когда в языках А.и Б большое количество соответствий, которые не 
являются общими для языков Б и В, а в свою очередь Б и В имеют много 
соответствий, которые не являются общими для языков Б и А, и, наконец, 
если практически в языках А и В нет соответствий (или их очень мало), то, 
вероятнее всего, что эти соответствия — результат заимствований. В лн-
0 Ср. чув. harsir «старательные, смелый» от араб, 'аг; xaltär «слабый, больной» от 
араб.' hat. 
' Си. об атом: L. L i g e t i , Mota de civilisation de Haute Asie en transcription 
chinoise, «Acta Orient. Huns.», I, 2, 1650; P. A a 11 o, Ein alter Name des Kupfers, 
UAJb, XXXI, 1, 1959, • 
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Т ю р к с к и й М а н г о л ь с к и И Т у н г у с с к и й » 
р-'\ Ь- р'-, В-, т- р-, Ь-, т-
<- Í1-, D-, п- 1-, d- п-
к- к'-, G- к; g-, V-
1; / - — !/- DÍ е- /-, rf-
V- У-
1- » - S-
тературе уже указывалось что именно так обстоит дело с тюркскими, мон-
гольскими и тунгусскими языками. Имеется достаточное количество тюрк-
ско-монгольских а монгольско-тунгусских соответствий, но очень мало 
тюркско-монгольско-тунгусских а тюркско-тунгуссквх соответствий; к 
тому же большинство из тех, которые существуют, являются поздними 
заимствованиями. Эта соответствия точно согласуются с историко-геогра-
фическим положением соответствующих языковых групп, так что возмож-
ность заимствования поддерживается в лингвогеографической дистрибу-
цией. 
Аргумент фонемной системы. Языки А и Б родственны, если каждый 
элемент их древнейшей реконструированной фонемной системы совпадает. 
Реконструкция фонемной системы алтайских языков во многих отношени-
ях все еще является дискуссионной (именно поэтому проблема внутренней 
реконструкции и вопрос об алтайском родстве нераздельны). Прежде всего 
бросается в глаза, что реконструируемые тюркская, монгольская и тун-
гусская фонемные системы существенно различаются между собой. Рас-








Итак, рассмотренные три системы отличаются одна от другой по своей 
структуре: к тому же они несовершенны в самих себе, являясь результатом 
более раннего развития. Эти два обстоятельства наводят на мысль, что 
следует предполагать долгий путь индивидуального развития каждого 
протоязыка. Приведенные выше реконструкцив являются древнейшими 
вероятными формами, которые восстанавливаются из диалектных данных 
и языковых памятников отдельных языковых групп. Эта реконструкции 
фонемных систем ранних, уже независимых языков отстоят друг от друга 
8 См., например: L i g e t i L., Ах uráli és altaji nyelvek viszonyának kérdései 
<A Magyar Tudományos Akadémia nyelv-és irodalomtudományi osztályának közlemé-
nyei», IV, 1953, стр. 348 (отд. orr.). 
* Реконструкция прототунгусской фонемной системы идентична с системой, кото-
рую предложила В. И. Цинциус в своей «Сравнительной фонетике тунгусо-маньчжур-
ских явыков» (Л.. 1949). Я предпочел бы только р< вместо р / \ постулируемого 
- В. И. Цинциус, и к'- вместо eefcx*. Наиболее трудным является вопрос о придыхатель-
ном tc-, который отсутствует в системе В. И. Цинциус. В. М. Иллич-Свитыч (си. его 
«Алтайские дентальные: /, d, й», ВЯ, 1963, в, стр. 51—52) предлагал: ПА (- = тунг. 
(-; ПА d- = тунг, d-, ПА 6- = тунг, d-, в то время как в «Опыте сравнения нострати-
ческих языков. Введение. Сравнительный словарь», ( i | (М., 1971, стр. 108) читаем: 
ПА 1е- = тунг. 1-; ПА (- = тунг, d-, ПА d- = тунг. d-. Возможно, что t' и t совпали 
в тунгусском, а оппозиция сохранилась только в маньчжурской в таких случаях, как: 
маньчж. aunfa «пять» ~ тунг. *íun'-p-a, маньчж. м п «вытягивать» ~ другие тунг. 
*tan или М l'ergen — маньчж. sefen «повозка, телега», в то время как маньчж. terge 
является поздним заимствованием (об этом последней слове см.: L. L i g е t i, Les 
anciens éléments mongols dans le mandehou, «Acta Orient. Hang.», X, 3, 1950, стр. 243). 
10 После того, кан была выявлены халаджск. h- (см.: G. D о е г f е г, Khalaj 
materials, The Hague, 1971, стр. 163—167) я тибетская транскрипция др.-тюрк. 
h- (см.: L. L i g е t i, A propos du «Rapport sur les rois demsurant dans le Nord», «Étu-
des tibétaines aédiées á Iq mémoire de M. Lalorn, Paris, 1971, стр. 188—189), не может 
быть сомнений в том, что в прототюркском был начальный согласный, который развил-
ся в h-. Вероятнее всего, это был *р-, хотя при этой гипотезе несколько вопросов оста-
ются неразрешенными. Си.: Э. В. С е в о р т я н, К источникам и методам пратюрк-
ских реконструкций, ВЯ, 1973, 2, стр. 39—41. .. 
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на целый эволюционный период. Если исходить из предположения, что 
тунгусская система сохранила лучше Всего основные черты древней алтай-
ской фонемной системы, тогда сначала придется наметить в общих чертах 
путь, пройденный тюркской и монгольской системами до того, как они до-
стигли указанной выше стадии. Необходимо попытаться восстановить от-
носительную, а если это возможно, то и абсолютную хронологию этого 
процесса. И эта работа еще нам предстоит. 
Сравнительная алтаистика доказала наличие очень старых соответст-
вий между тюркской, монгольской и тунгусской системами начальных со-
гласных, причем появились они, вероятно, раныпе XIII в. Таковы соответ-
ствия тюрк. j-/y монг. d-, ]-, га-; тюрк, t- ~ монг. t-, dr. 
Вопрос в том, к какому времени эти системы начального консонантиз-
ма отнести? М принадлежат ли они одному хронологическому пласту? 
Согласно утверждению сторонников алтайской гипотезы, они относятся к 
одному периоду, и соответствия возводятся к общему протоязыку. Против-
ники генетического родства алтайских языков полагают, что слова, в ко-
торых представлены указанные соответствия, заимствованы монголами не 
древнетюркского языка. Если это .верно, мы должны предположить, что 
тюркский язык — источник заимствований — имел более богатую систему 
начальных согласных, чем реконструированная выше. 
Сама рассмотренная подсистема наводит на мысль, что инвентарь тюрк-
ских начальных согласных был, несомненно, богаче (отсутствие в этой 
подсистеме звонких зубных, гортанных и носовых звуков). 
Единственным затруднением является то, что выдвинутые соответствия 
противоречивы. М d- соответствует как Т у- ~ J-, так и Т Í-. Например, Т. 
yáylz — М dayir «коричневый; олень»; Т tiii ~ М düli «полдень». Это про-
тиворечие можно разрешить двумя путями. В о - п е р в ы х , предположить, 
что в алтайском протоязыке были три зубных фонемы: Тх == М, Т t-\ Tt — 
= М d— Tí-; Ts = M Ту-~ j-11. Во-вторых, допустить,что различ-
ные соответствия относятся к нескольким пластам заимствований. Во вто-
ром случае приходится предположить, что язык — источник заимствова-
ний — подвергся развитию, в то же время монгольский показывает два 
различных этапа этого развития: T d ' - » M d - , T d ' > / - » M J - , Т й - » М 
nr, Т гё->./-»М 
Первое из этих соответствий могло восходить к протоязыку, но могло 
также возникнуть и за счет заимствования, второе же иэ этих соответствий 
не может быть ничем иным, как заимствованием. Второе предположение 
может ¡быть доказано теми фактами, когда одно слово заимствовалось мон-
гольским языком из тюркского дважды. Такие случаи редки, но не беспре-
цедентны: Т d'eg «лучший»-i- М dege-dü «верхний»; Т d'eg > ]eg -*• М jegii-
«поднймать»; Т n'äl «молодой» —*• М nilqa «молодой»; Т n'dl ]> Jai —» М 
Jalayun «молодой». 
. Эта гипотеза дает ответ на вопрос, почему иногда монг. -d- и J- противо-
поставлены тюрк, у- < d'-, но не объясняет, почему в монгольском появля-
ется то id-, то t- как соответствие тому же самому тюрк. В тюркском í-
был непридыхательным глухим взрывным звуком, в то время как в мон-
гольском он был придыхательным глухим взрывным звуком, противопостав-
ленным глухому непридыхательноыу слабозвонкому: I t ' l : [Dl. Итак, тюрк. 
t- соответствует монгольскому t- как гЛухой сильный й в то же время мон-
' гольскому d- как непридыхательный. В итоге возникает возможность двой-
ной субституции фонёмы. Двойственное соответствие также может быть 
11 См.: Z. G о m b о с z, Zur Lautgeschichte der altalscüen Sprachen, KSz, XIII , 
1912—1913, стр. 22—37; В. M. И л л а ч - С в и т ы ч , Алтайские дентальные: (, d, б, 
стр. 37—56. 
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объяснено различием тюркской и монгольской консонантных систем, а не 





Система начальных согласных трех протоязыков различается также 
другими своими аспектами, причем отдельные начальные консонанты не 
имеют вообще никакой аналогии. Так, монгольские слова с начальным 
т- можно разделить на две группы. В одной не таких групп т- произошел 
из более древнего fc- под влиянием последующего носового: Т biy mir¡ —* 
-* М mingyan «тысяча»; Т Ы «я» min (склоняемая основа). В словах 
второй группы нет носового во втором слоге. В этой группе ни одно ив слов 
не имеет тюркской параллели. Следовательно, если допускать существова-
ние общего тюрко-монгольского протоявыка, то необходимо объяснить, 
откуда развился М т - и во что превратился первоначальный звук в тюрк-
ском и 
1 Иа вопросов о неначальных согласных остановимся лишь на многократ-
но обсуждавшейся проблеме ротацизма и ламбдаизма. Здесь также суще-
ствуют две противоположные точки зрения, которые можно продемонстри-
ровать в виде двух схем, которые не показывают никаких фонологических 
различий, отличаясь одна, от другой только фонетически13: 
I. алтайский II. алтайский 
r i : г » ' Ii : U i : I 
прототюркский монгольский 
ÈD h-.it 
I I . тюркский чувашский 
прототюркский монгольский 
ITT 1:1 
J L - J « . . , 
1:1 r-.l ë-.l r-.l 
Из обеих схем видно, что в алтайском протоязыке имелись две оппо-
зиции, в то время как в чувашском и монгольском только одна. Итак, с 
точки зрения фонологической в чувашском и монгольском представлена ин-
новация, в то время как тюркский сохранил старую систему. Приэтом воз-
никает вопрос, происходили ли отдельно и независимо чувашский и мон-
гольский процессы или же нет. 
11 Н. Поппе (см.: N. Р о р р е, Vergleichende Grammatik der altaiscben Sprachen, 
Tl. 1, Wiesbaden, i960, стр. 34—36) полагает, что-протоалтайский m- «...хуже всего 
сохранился в тюркских яаыках». Ов также заметил, что т - перед носовыми является 
вторичным, такнм образом он предполагает развит» m > Ь > т , но добавляет: «Во мно-
гих случаях довольно неясно, представлен ли в соответствующей корне первоначаль-
ный или вторичный Donna привел восемь примеров монгольско-тюркских соот-
ветствий, в шести из которых аа начальным Ь- следует носовой гласный звук. Компо-
нент meriyen в M eriyen-merlyen «разноцветный, пестрый» является словом-вхо н не 
имеет ничего общего с Т bäzü- «украшать». Единственное оставшееся соответствие — 
ПТ blqï «бедро, бок» ~ M miqa «мясо» — вызывает семантические н фонетические труд-
ности при его объясневвн. В то же время существует много обоснованных соответст-
вий M m — тунг. m-. 
и См. об атом: A. R ó n a - T a s , указ, соч., стр. 390. 
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Если иметь в виду другие характерные черты, общие для монгольского 
и чувашского языков, возможность независимого развития должна быть 
прианана незначительной. Но если эти два параллельных изменения связа-
ны.между собой и они не консервируют древние алтайские черты, а явля-
ются инновациями, тогда они должны быть результатом исторических кон-
тактов. Здесь могут быть предложены несколько гипотез, объясняющих, 
каким образом возникли эти чувашско-монгольские общие черты. Можно 
допустить, что в монгольском двойной оппозиции рикогда не было, и в ре-
зультате долгого чувашско-монгольского сосуществования чувашский 
также утратил одну из оппозиций. Не исключено, однако, что обе оппози-
ции когда-то были представлены и в монгольском, а изменение в двух язы-
ках произошло одновременно. И, наконец, можно принять во внимание 
влияние третьего языка ( = субстрата). В любом случае явление ротацивма 
и ламбдаизма доказывает, что задолго до XIII в. существовала тесная 
связь между предшественниками чувашского и монгольского языков, что 
И отражается в заимствованиях. 
'. Аргумент исторической фонологии. Если фонема явыка А имеет два 
регулярных соответствия в языке Б, то этому факту могут быть даны сле-
дующие два объяснения. 
1. Фонема а1 в языке А является результатом конвергенции двух, ста-
рых фонем 01 и а*: 
А Прогояэык Б 
f Hl 
I • Ol 
2. Можно допустить развитие (историческое, диалектное или то и дру-
гое) а, в! в языке А. В этом случае фонема а1 в языке Б может бытьна-
следием или заимствованием, но синхронная фонема аг в языке Б может 
быть только заимствованием. 
А ' . 4 
-ai > аш 
Протонзык *№ 
I -01 
Следует принять то объяснение, которое подтверждается и другими аргу-
ментами. 
Между тюрко-монгольскими губными гласными обнаружены следую-
щие типы соответствий: . 
Тюрк Монг. Тюрк. . Монг. 
• в ö Вдйг • «налет» ínggür 
ö a höküz «бык» кйкег 
. 0 й кйгеп «хорек» кйгепе 
й ö küvet ' «гордый» köger 
Здесь также можно предположить четыре алтайских передних 
губных14, но можно допустить и следующие соотношения: Т о —> М о; 
Т ö > а — М ö; Т Л М ü; Т ü > 5 М о. 
«71 V (с м- е г о «Türkische und mongolische Elemente im Neupersischen», 1, 
Wiesbaden, 1967, стр. 99) предполагал в прототюркском тесть губаых: о, р, и, ő, ő, ü. 
О тенденции суженая см. также: G. D о е г f е г, Ein Kompendium der Tűrkolősie 
UAJb, 40, Hf. 3 - 4 , 1968, стр. 244. B * 
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- Последнее решение подтверждается тем фактом, что в группе тюркских 
языков (в чувашском и некоторых кипчакских) могут происходить пере-
ходы ö ]> ¿¿ и ü > S, т. е. сужение открытых гласных и, наоборот,'сокра-
щение и расширение узких. 
Другой пример — тюркский конечный -к имеет два'эквивалента в мон-
гольском: а) Т -к (kök «синий») —>• M-A: + V (коке); б) Т -к (ingek 
«корова») — М -g'+ V (íinlge > üníye). Здесь также можно предположить 
существование двух *-к в алтайском протоязыке, один из которых совпал с' 
монгольским *-g. Но это предположение можно подтвердить только исходя 
из алтайской гипотезы, которая сама, как известно, требует доказательст-
ва. Аналогичные два соответствия наблюдаются в чувашском: Т kök 
> чув. kávák, но Т ingek чув. ёпе. Мы знаем, что в этом случае чуваш-
ский конечный -g исчез, превратившись предварительно в спирант, следы 
которого остались в венгерском: др.-чув. íney —» венг. йпец ünö. Здесь 
можно допустить следующее развитие: Т -к М -к + V; Т -к -g 
( > -V > 0) -> М -g+V 
Что М *ünige является заимствованием, подтверждается не только тем 
фактом, что М -g показывает более позднюю булгарскую ^-стадию. В тюрк-
ском протоязыке в середине слова часто имеется звук -g-, который в чу-
вашском, как и в некоторых других тюркских языках, утрачен. Напри-
мер: Т qazyuq > др.-чув. qaruy —• венг. karó «кол», Т qazyan > др.-чув. 
qaran > чув. хуран «котел». Тот же -g- исчез в слове ingek как в монголь-
ском, так и в древнечувашском (—».венгерском); разумеется, не существует 
он и в современном чувашском. Монгольский, следовательно, отражает 
форму, более развитую, чем в прототюркском, причем даже в двух отно-
шениях. 
Мы.видели, что первоначальный -к стал звонким -g-, затем — спиран-
том, а позднее исчез вообще, как и первоначальный -g. Этот процесс про-
слеживается и в монгольском; ср., например: Т bögrék «почка» —• М bögere, 
Т bürtük «крошка» М börtü, Т köbek «пуп» - * М küyi-sün < küpl, 
Т köpek «пена» М kőgesün, Т qarsaq «степная лиса» —• М kirsa. 
Анализ приведенных выше примеров показал, что несмотря на большие 
трудности, вызванные объективными и субъективными условиями изучения 
алтайских языков, мы располагаем методами для доказательства того, что 
монгольский язык имел тюркские заимствования раньше XIII в. Важно 
подчеркнуть, что это доказывается не анализом изолированных слов и не 
использованием разрозненных аргументов, а взятыми в системе соответ-. 
-степями и аргументами, которые усиливают друг друга. 
Многие из рассмотренных слов подходят почти под все сформулирован-
ные выше аргументы; например, М üniye (фонетические аргументы: ПТ 
-к — М -gV, ПТ -g— М 0; географический аргумент: отсутствие слова в 
тунгусском; исторический аргумент: слово принадлежит к терминологии 
развитого скотоводства) или hüker (фонетический аргумент: ПТ -ö — М -Ű; 
фонемная структура: ПТ -г ~ М -г; иноязычное происхождение слова: 
тохар.—> Т —> М; исторический аргумент: слово принадлежит к терминоло-. 
гии развитого скотоводства).. 
Примеры можно было бы умножить, но, думается, картина уже ясна. 
Тюркские заимствования в монгольском до XIII в. вполне определенно 
свидетельствуют о том, что заимствовались они из множества различных 
тюркских языков в различные исторические периоды. Одним из тюркских 
языков — источников подобных заимствований должен был быть яаык, 
принадлежащий ц чувашско-булгарской группе. Надо думать, что после-
" См.: A. R ó n а - Т a s, укая, соч., стр. 224. 
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дующие исследования выявят еще больше пластов древних булгаро-мон-
гольских контактов. 
Роль гицотеа. Как известно, наука не может существовать без гипотез, 
которые она стремится обосновать и превратить в доказательные законы. 
Одной иа основных ошибок современной адтаистшш является то, что она 
занимается очень многими гипотезами одновременно, причем это харак-
терно особенно для тех исследователей, которые разделяют идею генети-
ческого родства. Проиллюстрируем это лишь двумя примерами. 
В своем весьма полезном этимологическом словаре М. Рясянен пред-
ложил следующие соответствия Т ayil «вагон» —. M ayil «соседний ша-
тер» — маньчж. falga, falka «семья», «деревня», «улица» — венг. falu 
«деревня» ~ хант. pöyäl, манс. päßl. 
Но чтобы принять это урало-алтайское соответствие, нужно допустить, 
по крайней мере, 11 гипотез: 1) угорское слово должно быть уральского 
происхождения, хотя слово встречается только в венгерском, мансийском 
• хантыйском; 2) мы должны допустить метатезу I и у в венгерском или в 
обско-угорских языках; 3) если в венгерском была эта метатеза, тогда об-
ско-угорская форма должна была сохранить неизменной форму уральского 
протоязыка; 4) рассматриваемое слово, имея такую структуру, не может 
представлять собой непроивводную основу; есди'же это производное слово, 
то мы должны предположить, что оно было сформировано во времена ура-
ло-алтайского единства; 5) но в атом случае должны быть Выделены основа 
и суффикс; 6) если уральская протоформа была танова, то придется также 
допустить метатезу -I, в -g в маньчжурском; 7) M ay II могло развиться ив 
более древнего ayil; допустить форму payil было бы возможно только при 
ср.-монг. hayil и монгорск. xayir; но на самом деле в среднемонгольском 
имеем ayil, а в монгорском ayir; 8) чтобы преодолеть эту трудность, можно 
было бы считать монгольское олово заимствованием иа тюркского (что очень 
вероятно), но тогда из цепи доказательств выпадает один нз членов ал-
тайского единства, и нам опять придется объяснить, почему слово 
исчезло из монгольских языков а почему они должны были ааимствовать 
его; 9) если маньчж. falyau falxa считать результатом метатезы (Jalya < 
< faliy<^pally<^payil), тогда- следует отделить это слово от маньчж. 
falan «закрытое пространство», «округ» и от нанайск. palan «пол»; 10) в 
этом случае придется исключить возможность того, что маньчжурское сло-
во является членом большого гнезда слов со значением «плоское место» 
в связано о тунг. *palyan «ладонь», также родственным M * palay an ba-
layan > a lay an (то же). Если же оно относится к этому гнезду слов, тогда 
корень вдесь *pal, и bee соответствие окажется несостоятельным; 11) тюрк-
ское слово следовало бы тогда otjnàmv от гнезда слов ау- «поднимать», 
aytm, ayïi «высота», чтр было бы очень трудно, потому что первоначально 
слово означало «забор, огораживающий животных», «каменное укрытие, 
воздвигаемое для защиты от ветра» и т. д. 
Уже теперь можно было бы принять во внимание одну или две ив на-
званных гипотез; возможно также, что некоторые аз них будут доказаны в 
ходе дальнейших исследований. Тем не менее, очень PHCKOBÄHHO иметь 
дело сразу с таким множеством гипотез. ' : 
В. М. Иллич-Свитыч в посмертно опубликованной работе «Опыт срав-
нения востратических яаыков» представил очень важные и новые для ал-
таистики результаты хотя его итоговые заключения не во всем убеди-
" M. R В в & о е о, Versuch eines etymologischen Wörterbuchs der Turksprachen, I , 
Helsinki, 1969, стр. 8. 
" «Опыт сравнения ностратичеснвх венков», [I], M., 1971, стр. 254. Иллвч-Сви-
гыч был о ДНЕМ НВ ученых, глубоко понимавших фундаментальные проблемы сравни-
тельного научения алтайских явыйов. Ов писал (там же, стр. 69): «Родство трех алтай-
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тельны. В частности, пытаясь .установить родство, например, M ога-
«воити» и Т 6г- «подниматься», но необходимости он вынужден был при-
нять следуюпдее гипотезы; 
1) В алтайском протоявыке не было гармонии гласных; 2) противопо-
ставляемая монгольской форме древняя монгольская фор а^а была не oro-, 
a ora-, потому что Иллич-Свитыч исходит из ностратической формы fforä; 
3) в монгольском имело место семантическое ра8витие«иодниматься» > 
«войти»; 4) или M örni-tрасти» не связано со всеми названными словами, 
иди это тюркское заимствование, или же существовало древнемонгольское 
развитие (иди «вариация») ora- > ör-; 5) в атом последнем случае придется 
также допустить равличие в значениях монгольских слов-пар;'6) M üre 
«семя; плод; растение» или не относится к этому гнезду: слов, или зто за-
имствование; 7) иди долгий гласный в туркменском глаголе őr- «расти» не 
отражает древний ДОЛГИЙ гласный, иди в монгольском произошло вторич-
ное сокращение, потому что в монгорском, но мнению В. М. Иллича-Сви-
тыча, древняя алтайская долгота должна была сохраниться, а в форме 
иго- гласный является кратким; 8) нанайск. oyä «верх» восходит к форме 
*ога, но оно не родственно следующим тунгусским словам: эвенк, оуо, 
негидальск., ульч., уд., орокск. оуо, эвенск ,оу, маньчж. oyle «верхняя часть»; 
9) долгий гласный ä в нанайск. oyä является результатом вторичного удли-
нения; 10) баргуз. ого- «войти», «вторгнуться» — не монгольское заимст-
вование. 
Помимо того, нельзя забывать, что постулированное, исследователем 
родство рассматриваемого алтайского слова с индоевропейскими и драви-
дийскими формами само по себе, требует новых гипотез. 
В то же время было бы ошибкой отрицать, что эти гипотезы возбуждают 
мысль и полезны именно этим, однако всегда существует опасность, что они 
не помогут алтанстам обнаружить реальные связи. 
. Родственны ли алтайские языки генетически? После того как первооче-
редная, на наш взгляд, аадача отграничения заимствований от общего 
наследия будет выполнена, появится возможность ответить на вопрос: ос-
танутся ли такие алтайские соответствия, которые являются более ран-
Алтайск|ие Прототюрк. Протоков г.] . [П ро}»оту в г!® 
атда «отвороти е» a n ~ a T angga*~aman ату а 
bot ~ boj) «узел», «кость» bof boyt ** mor/go) 
top «пыль, зокля» top ~ taf torjo*** • . ' toba ~ toka 
ten «равный» teg teng(ge)***' '«3 
за- «думать» la- »a- sa-
ga- «соединяться^ да- да- ka-18 
al- «взять» al-. ^ al- aí-
d'a- «класть» ya- . da- da-
П р и м е ч а н и я . *M ayurqat является заимствованием из ПВ ayfr ,< aylt < ay. 
** M boyorla- «перерезать горло, аадушять» является заимствованием из ПВ 
Ьоуог < boy az < boy. 
*** M loro «пыль» (•- ПБ tőr < ¡öt) я tobray «пыль, аемля» (— toprag < top) явля-
ются заимствованиями. 
. •**• M teng gis «море» — заимствование («— teyit < ? tey). , 
бгих языковых групп, несомненно, является весьма отдаленным. К такому выводу 
приаодит, в частности, анализ основного словарного фовда соответствующих языков в 
ЛЙЙтохронологичоское исследование. Алтайская языковая общность, но-видимому, 
распалась значительно раньше других пяти больших языковых общностей, сравнивае-
мых в этой работе». Примечательно, что большинство этимологий, признаваемых сто-
ронниками генетического родства алтайских языков, не принято В. М. Илдич-Свиты-
чем, и не без основания. 
Ч Ср.: И. В. К о р м у ш и н, Лексико-семантическое развитие корня *да в ал-
тайски! языках, сб. «Тюркская лекоикология п лексикография», М., 1971, стр. 9—29. 
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.ними, чем древнейшие заимствования? В настоящее время было бы прежде-
временным отвечать определенно на этот вопрос, но не хотелось бы исклю-
чать возможность такого «остатка»; при этом следует сослаться на выше 
перечисленные соответствия (см. стр. 44). 
Теоретически можно допустить, что: 1) такие соответствия не будут 
очень многочисленными; 2) соответствия будут действительны только для 
корневых морфем (ср. примечания •—***•); 3) мы вправе предположить , 
тарие соответствия, которые не всегда согласуются с фонетическими пра-
вилами, постулированными до сих пор. Например, Т Ьет)1 — М р'ек1 ~ 
~ тунг. р'ек( «голова» не является «регулярным» ия-ва Ь- в тюркском: 
В эавдюченив подчеркнем: если алтайские яянфя генетически родствен-
ны, то доказывается это не на основании соответствий, а вопреки соответ-
ствиям, приводимым до сих пор в пользу алтайской гипотезы. Важнейшей 
задачей в изучении алтайских языков в историческом плане и условием для 
разрешения проблемы генетического родства алтайских яэыков является 
исследование исторических контактов в течение периода между началом 
второго тысячелетия до н. э. и началом второго тысячелетия в. э. 
• Перевел о английского В. О. Сергеев. 
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Tqchar i sohe E l e m e n t e in d e n a l t a i s chen S p r a c h e n ? * 
1. Bisher hat man zwei türkisohe Wörter mit mehr oder weniger Grund 
für tooharis^hes Lehngut gehalten: öküz „Ochse" ~ t o o h . okso und tümen 
„10000" ~ tooh. tumane. 
2. Das Wort öküz kann jedooh nicht aus dem 6.-8. Jahrhundert stammen, 
als sehr enge Kontakte zwischen den sogenannten tooharisohen Dialekten 
in Turkestan und den türkischen Stämmen in ihrer Nähe bestanden. 
3. Die tooharisohe Etymologie von öküz bereitet auoh viele phonetische 
Schwierigkeiten, aber das größte Problem bestand darin, daß das Wort 
bisher isoliert erschien. Damit fehlte uns die Möglichkeit, die phonetischen 
Probleme mit Hilfe von Analogien zu lösen. Man ist also im Zweifel, ob 
man es nioht mit einem reinen Zufall zu tun hat. Beim Vergleich zweier 
beliebiger Spraohen kann man immer einige zufällig ähnliehe Wörter 
finden. , 
4. In der reichhaltigen Literatur der tooharisohen Forschung der letzten 
Jahrzehnte kann man zahlreiche tocharische Wörter finden, über deren 
etwaige türkische Parallelen man zumindest nachdenken müßte. Wir 
müssen natürlich die urtocharischen Formen mit Hilfe der tooharisohen 
Angaben von der Mitte des ersten Jahrtausends unserer Zeitrechnung und 
mit Hilfe der indogermanischen vergleichenden Sprachforschung rekonstru-
ieren. Urtocharisch A und Urtocharisoh B bestanden ungefähr am Anfang 
des ersten Milleniums v. u. Z. Diese beiden urtocharischen Dialekte gehen 
auf ein noch älteres Stadium, auf das Prototooharische, zurück. 
5. In der Beilage sind 36 Etymologien angeführt (Nr. 18 ist ein Beispiel 
für späte Entlehnung). Der Vortrag faßt einige Hauptzüge der etymolo-
gischen Vergleiche zusammen. 
6. Wir finden mindestens vier Zahlwörter, deren Übereinstimmung phone-
tisoh und semantisoh einwandfrei erscheint: Nr. 29, 3, 36 und 30 („vier", 
„fünf", „zwanzig" und „zehntausend"). Die ersten drei könnten auf ein 
Zwanzigersystem hindeuten. Es sei darauf hingewiesen, daß der Vergleich 
Prototürkisch (PT) sekiz „acht" ~ UTochB "säks \ ToehB §kas, TochA 
?äk < Idg. *ay,eks „sechs" phonetisch einwandfrei ist, aber semantische 
* Ich lege hier einen kurzgefaßten Auszug meines Vortrages vor. Der vollst&ndige 
Text wird in englischer Sprache an anderer Stelle veröffentlicht werden. 
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Schwierigkeiten bereitet, während beilPT yUi hieben" mit UtochB seyte, 
TochB fuld, TochA epät < Idg. *aeptip ,,sieben"(?) die Schwierigkeiten 
phonetischer Natur sind. 
7. In der Liste finden wir zwei Metallnamen (Nr. 1, 35), fünf zur Groß-
viehzucht gehörende Termini (Nr. 4, 9,11,12, 21, vielleicht auch 19 und 25), 
vier Wörter zum semantischen Bereich von „Wohnung" (Nr. 23, 25, 27, 28) 
und drei mit der Jagd verbundene Aufedrüoke (Nr. 15,.20, 24). 
8. Von der phonetischen Seite her können wir folgende Bemerkungen 
machen: 
8.1. Den protottirkischen Langvokalen entsprechen in drei Fällen Ur-
toohari8ch B-Diphthonge: 
töre tyere (Nr. 28) 
tör.t +- styer (Nr. 29) 
aöl s\tal (Nr. 31). 
Das kann man vielleicht so deuten, daß sioh einige Langvokale des P T 
früh aus Diphthongen entwiekelt, haben oder daß die Langvokale des PT 
phonologisch mit den tooharisohen Diphthongen gleichwertig waren. In 
drei anderen Fällen (Nr. 8, 21, 27) ^ehen die PT-Langvokale auf tocharische 
Langvokale zurück. 
8.2. Der regelmäßige Schwund der nasalen Konsonanten vor den pala-
talisiertcn in Tocharisch B kann gut in Nr. 3 und 24 beobachtet werden. 
In beiden Fällen haben wir es mit, einem Langvokal zu tun, der qiit dem 
Schwund des Nasallautes im Zusammenhang steht. 
8.3. In Tocharisch B steht regelmäßig der Anlaut y- anstelle von Tocha-
risch A und Prototocharisch y-. Dieses y- findet sich in Nr. 34, 35 und 36. 
8.4. Der berühmte idg. Laryngallaut, der im Hethitischen und Arme-
nischen als h- im Anlaut erscheint und der im Spättocharischen noch als 
Langvokal und in anderen Erscheinungen nachweisbar ist, spiegelt sich 
in den PT-Lehnwörtern als h- (Nr. 7, 8, 9 und vielleicht auch Nr. 1, siehe 
monguörisch xardan „Gold" < haltan) wider. Dazu sei bemerkt, daß diese 
Erscheinung nicht unbedingt gegen die Annahme spricht, daß das h- in 
den altaischen Sprachen sekundär sein und sioh aus *p- entwickelt haben 
könnte. . 
. 8.5. Die regelmäßige Palataiisierung und Spirantisierung der idg. guttu-
ralen Verschlußlaute in der tooharischen Sprache kann an den Beispielen 
Nr. 3, 15, 29, 31 beobaohtet werden. 
8.6. Der urtocharische Vokalismus ist in Nr. 3, 6, 10, 35 bewahrt, wo 
Tocharisch B sohon eine Weiterentwicklung zeigt. 
8.7. Das PT hatte im Gegensatz zum Urtochärisohen eine hintere und 
eine vordere Reihe der Vokale. In der Umgebung von Urtoeharisch -k-, 
wo FT auch zwei ¿-Laute hatte (k und q), gab es zwei Möglichkeiten. Ent-
weder hatte PT den hinteren Vokalismus eingesetzt und das tocharische 
-k- durch -q- substituiert (oquz, quA), oder es hatte den -k- Laut beibehalten 
und dem VokaÜBmus angepaßt, also das Wort vordervokalisch gestaltet 
71 
XH.PIAO 601 
(öküz, kün). An den Beispielen Nr. 9 und 16 kann man beobachten, daß das 
PT beide Möglichkeiten parallel realisiert hat. :: 
8.8. Die Konsonantenhäufung St-, 8t- war im Türkischen zu t- reduziert 
worden, weil das PT keine Doppelkonsonanten im Anlaut duldete (Nr. 27,29). 
8.9. Der stimmlose Anlautekonsonant y- wurde durch b- substituiert, 
weil daa PT keinen p-Laut hatte (Nr. 8, 4, 6). / 
8.10. Die auslautenden 'Konsonantenhäufungen winden in P T aufgelöst, 
und zwar mit dem Einsehub eines Vokals, wie in Nr. 9,19 und vielleicht sekiz. 
9. Die phonetischen Besonderheiten der angeführten Wörter weisen klar 
auf eine urtocharische Quelle, die Toeharisoh B näher stand als Tocharisch A. 
10. Einige der aufgeführten- Wörter helfen üns, die strittige Frage zu 
lösen, ob I oder S bzw. r oder z die primären Laute waren. Dazu sei bemerkt, 
daß dem PT-Laut S immer ein palataliaierter urtocharischer S- oder «-Laut 
entspricht (wie auch in den türkischen Brahmi-Texten), während dem 
z- Laut des PT in der tocharischen Urspracheein -« gegenübersteht: 
10.1. UtoehB koß PT goS> Urbulgarisch qci (Nr. 25) 
UtochB peS — PT W > ürbulg. bei (Nr. 3) 
UtoehB JM» — P T biS- > Urbulg. bil- ~ bül- (Nr. 4) 
UtochB ktt - P T W> Urbulg. iil (Nr. 15) 
10.2. UtoehB yas — P T yaz > Urbulg. jfar (Nr. 34) 
UtochB yes P T yez > Urbulg. jer (Nr. 35) 
UtochB käs -* PT qäz > Urbulg. qar (Nr. 24) 
UtochB onuo -* PT omuz > Ürbulg. omur (Nr. 19) 
UtochB hokso PT hoquz, höküz > Urbulg. hökür (Nr. 9). 
11. Zur chronologischen Seite kann folgendes gesagt werden: P T yam 
(Nr. 32) erscheint Bohon in den Topa-Glossen, die Mehrzahl der Wörter 
kommen im Urmongölischen (»- Urbulgarisch), einige im Ursamojedischen 
(«- Urbulgarisch), andere im Altungariachen («- Altbulgarisch) vor. Das 
weist auf das relativ hohe Alter der Entlehnungen hin. Zwei Wörter (Nr. 24 
und 35) sind in einem noch früheren Stadium in die uralischen Sprachen 
eingedrungen (uralisch *ky#y „Gans" und *ves „Eisen"). Letzteres Wort 
ist durch südsamojedische und paläoasiatische (altkirgisische) Vermittlung 
ins Altmongolische gelangt (qaiu „Eisen"). Diese Angaben ermöglichen 
ein relatives chronologisches Netz aufzustellen: 
Alteste Entlehnungen: 
Prototocharisch -» Uralisch . 
\ •"• : ~ • 
Samojedisch-» Altkirgisisch-» Altmongolisch 
Alte Entlehnungen: 
Urtocharisch B -> Prototürkisch 
/ \ Ursamojedisch 
Urtürkisch Urbujgarisch 
| Urmongolisch 
Altbulgarisch -* Altungarisch 
n 




Toehariseh A, B -» Uigurisch -* Mittelmongolisch. 
12. Zum Schluß sei bemerkt, daß die Stichhaltigkeit dieser Etymologien 
von der richtigen Rekonstruktion der urtooharischen Formen abhängt. 
Da ich kein Tocharologe bin, möchte ich die Stellungnahme von Fach-
leuten, die in der Tooharologie zu Haute sind; abwarten. Solange nicht 
kompetente Meinungen von Tooharologen geäußert werden, muß das Frage-
zeichen in der Überschrift meines Vortrages beibehalten werden. Als Dis-
kussionsmaterial dürf ten die angeführten Beispiele einstweilen ausreichen. 
Türkisoh-tooharisehe Parallelen 
PT — Prototürkisoh, Idg — Indogermanisch, PToch — Prototocharisch, 
UTochB - Urtooharisoh B (West, Kutscha), ToohB - Tooharisoh B, 
TochA — Tooharisoh A, WE — Windekens, Lexique ¿timologique des 
dialeetes tokhariens, 1941, P E — Pokorny, Indogermanisches etymolo-
gisches Wörterbuch, 1959. 
1. PT cdtun „Gold" — UTochB *antu „Metall" | ToohB eruiu.wo, TochA 
ani.wafi (adj.) „Eisen" < PTooh *antü.yea < Idg *ond- „Stein" (PE 
778), (of. yez), ef. Osset aendon „Stahl". 
2. PT aus(aq), aps(aq) „Espe" ? — UTochB *ausa < Idg *apsä „Espe" 
(PE 55), tooharisoh nicht belegt. 
3. PT blS „fünf" — UTochB *pe6 „fünf" | ToohB pik, ToohA päü < PTooh 
*päM < Idg *penk*e (WE 90, P E 808). , 
4. PT WÄ „buttern" — UToohB *pef-„id." | TöohB pe^.ke „Butter" < Idg? 
*bhei(a)-> *bhi- .schlagen" (WE 94, PE 117). 
5. P T W- „wissen" — UToohB *pd- „denken" | TochB pai.a.k-, pdl.a.k-, 
TochA päl(t).a.k- < PTooh pd.a.k- < Idg *bhel- „glänzen" (WE 85, 
PE 118-119). 
6. PT cäk- Riehen" —UToohB *laäk- „ziehen" | ToohB taäk-, TochA 
tsük- < Idg *theg- (WE 140). 
7. halaq „flache Hand" —UToohB *hal- „flache Hand" | TochB öl, TochA 
äle < Idg *(Ä)c/- „biegen" (WE 11, P E 307), of. Hett. häliya- „Knie biegen" 
(Juret, Voc. etym. 20), das PT Wort ist nur im Mongolischen belegt. 
8. PT höt „Feuer"? - U T o c h B *hßt < Idg *(h)ät „Feuer" (PE 69), im 
Tooharisohen nicht belegt. Zu h- cf. Chaladsoh hot. 
9. PT höküz, hoquz „Ochse, Rind" - UTochB *hokso „Ochs" | ToohB 
okso< PToch *hokao < Idg *{h)uh'aen „Stier" (WE 79, PE 1118) 
< ? *hauksen < *hauk- „waohsen". • 
10. PT kele- „sprechen" — UTochB *kälä- „hallen, nennen" | TochAB 
käl(n)-, TochB kal(n)- „widerhallen", TochAB kläw-, TochA klaw-
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„melden, nennen" < PToch *kele- < Idg *kel-, kelé- „rufen, echreien" 
(WE 26, 39, PE 648-9). 
11. PT keu „Stute" — UTochB *keu „Kuh" | TochB keu, kewiye, TochA 
ko, ki< PToch *kewi- od. *gewi < Idg *g«ou.io (WE 38, P E 482-3), 
das PT Wort ist nur im Mongolischen belegt als geu. 
12. PT kev- „kauen" — UTochB *keu- < Idg *g(i)tu-, *g{i)eu- „kauen" 
(PE 400), tocharisch nicht belegt, oder: ht-, éwatsi- „essen"? (WE 133). 
13. PT kes- „schneiden" —UTochB *kes* „schneiden" | TochB käs- < Idg 
kes- „schneiden" (WE 36, PE 686). 
14. PT kert- „schneiden" — UTochB *kert- „schneiden" | TochB kär.s.t-
kar.s.t- „schneiden", kert.te „Schwert", TochA kär.ß.t- „schneiden", 
< PToch ker.s.t- < Idg *(e)ker- „schneiden" (WE 27, P E 938, 946). 
16. PT Ш „Zobel"? —UTochB *Ш < Idg "keh „Wiesel" (PE 643), 
tocharisch nicht belegt, of. Ursamojedisch *kili. 
16. P T Mû, quû „Tag, Sonne" — UToohB *kun „Tag, Sonne" | TochAB 
коти, TochB каитр, plur. : ToohB kauûi, TochA koAi < PToch *kun 
< Idg kêu.n „leuchten" od. käu- (WE 43, P E 694) Qder k'äw- (Winter 
Aspects of Altaic Civilisation 247). 
17. kllrü „Stein"—UTochB *kurä „Stein" | ToohB Mrweúúe < Idg 
кнй.цоп, vgl. Schneider I F 1967, 241, Das PT Wort ist nur im 
Mongolischen belegt. 
18. Uig. madar „Ungeheuer" —TochB mädär „Ungeheuer", späte Ent-
lehnung, via Uigurisch auch Mongolisch. 
19. PT omuz „Schulter" — UTochB *omso „Schulter" | TochB äntse, ой», 
TochA es < PToch *omao < Idg *om(e)so (WE 22, 82, PE 778). 
20. PT oq „Pfeil" — UToch ok „scharfer, spitzer Stein" | TochB ak.watse 
„scharf" < Idg *ok „scharf, spitz, Stein" (PE 18), zu -watee vgl. Sieg-
Siegling, Toch. Gram. 19. 
21. PT öl „Gras" — UToohB *öti „Gras" | TochAB äti < Idg "ados „Ge-
treideart" (WE 16, PE 3). 
22. PT qap~ „fassen, fangen" — UTochB кар- „fassen" | ToohB hapci 
„Daumenmaß" < Igd *kap- „fassen" (PE 362), wegen onomato-
poetischen Aussehens nicht entscheidbar. 
23. PT qarSi „Palast" —UTochB 4arci „Palast" | TochB kerc(i)ye < 
PToch *her.t' < IG ger.t- (WE 37, P E 386-6). 
24. PT qäz „Gans" — UTochB *Ш < Idg *gham „Gans" (PE 412), 
tooharisch nicht belegt. 
26. PT qos „Hütte, kleines Zelt" — UTochB *ko? „Hütte" | TochB hoßMye, 
kos.ko (Thomas, Elementarbuch I I , 187) < PToch *heu.e.h < Idg 
*geu-, keu- „biegen" (Windekens, KZ 1952, 111, P E 393; oder 
iranisch?). 
26. PT qomursqa, qormusqa „Ameise"? —UTochB* kurmia < Idg kurmi.n 
„Wurm, Made" (PE 649), cf.' Lit; kirmis „Wurm", *skirvia „Ameise1' 
(Vasmer I I I , 318, P E 649). Tooharisch nicht belegt. 
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27. FT fám „Wand" — UTochB »«töm „Baum, Stamm" | TochB utam, 
ToobA otäm „Baum" < Idg atám.en < «tó- „stehen" (WE 117, PE 1004, 
1008). 
28. PT tSr(e) „Ehrenplatz gegenüber der Tür" — UTochB pere „Tür" | 
ToehB twere < PTooh *tvere < Idg *dhvlr- (WE 144, PE 278). 
29. PT iSr.t „vier" — UTochB 'Uyer „vier" | TochB ¿twer, TocliA ituar 
< PTooh *setwer < Idg *feiuer (WE 133, PE 642). 
30. PT tümen „zehntausend" «-UTochB tumane zehntausend" | TochB 
tumane, tmäne, TochA tmaip < PToch *Uu-man < Idg *teu- „schwellen" 
(WE 143, PE 1080, 1082). 
31. PT 801 „links" — PToohB •työJ „links" | TochB étval.yai (aco. sing.), 
TochA ¡¡äl.yi< PTooh *bta.l < t Idg *géu- „biegen, krumm" (WE 134, 
. PE 393). 
32. PT yam „Weg" — UTochB V i » »Bahn, Pfad" | TochA yoúiya „Pfad", 
TochA yotfl „Spur" < PTooh ya.n < Idg *iä.n (WE 171, PE 296), cf. 
Skr. yäna „Pfad". 
33. PT yap- „machen" — UTöehB *yap- „tun, machen" | TochA yp-, cf. 
TochA yäm-, TochB yam-, TochA ya- etc. < PToch * yap- < Idg Habh-
„ergreifen" (Sehneider, I F 1942, 41-44). 
34. PT yaz „Sommer, lYtthling"? - UTochB •yae „Frühling" < Idg 
„Frühling" (PE 1174), tocharisch nicht belegt. 
36. PT yez „Kupfer" — UTochB *yea „Gold" | TochB yaaä, TochA wäa 
< PToch *vea < Idg *uea, *uoa (WE 168, PE 86). 
36. PT yigirmi zwanzig" «- UTochB *yikimi „zwanzig" | TochB itóm, 
TochA witi < Ffoch wiki.mi < Idg (WE 161, PE 1177). 
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Some Problems of Uralic Vocal ism from 
, an Altaist's Point of View 
Andrew RONA-TAS 
Szeged 
From the earliest times, those, who have worked in the field of Altaic 
linguistic history have followed with the greatest interest the develop-
ments in Uralic studies, This interest has only been strengthened by the 
latest discussions of the problems of Uralic vocalism. I have personally 
learnt much from it in two respects: it was instriictive from the theoretical 
point of view and it raised new problems in the. field of the historical 
contacts of some Uralic and Altaic languages. Among the latter especially 
important are the connections of the Cheremis language with the Turkic 
languages of the Volga region. 
It is well known that the questions of Cheremis vocalism have a key 
position in the recent discussions of the vocalism theories of Steinitz and 
Itkonen. The Common Cheremis vocalism; is one of the rare points where 
Steinitz and Itkonen are of the same opinion. They both suppose reduced 
vowels there. On the other hand it has been long ago stated that the Volga 
Turkic (VT) languages, Tatar, Bashkir and Chuvash, have reduced 
vowels too. The interpretation of these facts, however, gave rise to a lively 
discussion. Steinitz thought that the reduced vowels of Cheremis reflect 
an archaic state of FU vocalism. According to Itkonen these vowels are 
a secondary development. Decsy denied the reduced character of these 
vowels and interpreted them as very short (überkurz). Also Gruzov 
stressed that the relevant feature of these vowels is their shortness. This 
was denied by Itkonen. In the opinion of Steinitz the VT reduced vowels 
developed under Cheremis influence while Kazancev and Bereczki argued 
that the Cheremis reduced vowels are of^Turkic (according to Bereczki, 
of Kipchak) origin. 
Itkonen wrote: "Letzten Endes haben die Turkologen zu entscheiden, 
welcher Wert Bereczkis Hypothese zukommt, wonach die tschuw. Vokal-
reduktion auf tat. Einfluß beruhe" (UAJb. 41 1969, p. 219). 1. would join 
the discussion on this point. ' 
What 1 am going to say is based on a yet unpublished monograph on 
the history of the Chuvash language. For the understanding of the history 
of the Chuvash vocalism me have to deal briefly with the system of Tatar-
Bashkir vocalism. This can be outlined as follows: 
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PROTOTURKIC (PT) TATAR AND BASHKIR (VK) GRAPHICS 
Open Close 
*a d a 
•a, I u 
*o u y 
*o 
" u , Y 
Close . Reduced 
a '.••' bt 
• *i :'• e e 
*u • 6 " 0 
*u 6 e . 
ya- • •• - .'' %"• a a 
We can observe here a clear shift of the whole system. The original 
PT opposition open : close has been replaced by a new one: close : 
reduced. In the meantime two old phonemes converged and a new open 
phoneme a has developed. Phonetically speaking, the four vowels of the 
highest position of the tongue (7, I, u, u) were pushed from their earlier 
place of articulation by those of the lower tongue position respectively. 
The former close vowels became reduced in their articulation, somewhat 
more central and open. Their duration is shorter than the duration of 
those which had been originally open. This system can be observed only 
in the Volga-Kipchak (VK) languages (Tatar, Bashkir). In the other 
Kipchak languages all vowels are closer than their counterparts in other 
Turkic languages, the originally close vowels are somewhat more central 
and none of them is reduced. That means that the tongue position of the 
VK vowels differs essentially from that of the other Kipchak languages, 
and there is a difference in articulation and length. 
How old is the VK system? The answer to this question is given by 
the Middle Mongolian (MMo) loanwords of the VK languages. These 
loanwords entered the VK languages after the 13th century: 
MMo bodune 'quail' -»- *bodune > Tat buddne. Bashk biidana; 
MMo bdld&rge (<bdgoldurge) 'leather handle of a 'wh ip ' -> *bdl-
durge , > Tat *buldurge -*• Kazak buldurge, Kirg buldurge; 
MMo. delbege 'reins' -»- *delbege > Tat; Bashk dilbega-, 
MMo dem 'help, counsel' *dem •> Tat, Bashk dim-, 
MMo noyta 'halter* *noqta > Tat, Bashk nuqta; 
MMo bosaya 'threshold' bosaya > ; Tat, Bashk busaya. 
In later loanwords the MMo vocajism is already preserved: . 
MMo moqu- 'to be dull' Tat pioqit 'dull'; 
MMo noker 'consort, associate, comrade' -»• Bashk noger. 
• This agrees with the results of ¡Wichmann (MSFOu XXXVI 1915, 
pp. 26, 31, 38, 48—49) according to' whom the oldest Tatar loanwords 
in Votjak had been borrowed before the present Tatar system had 
developed. ; 
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We shall now move on to the Chuvash system. It is well known that 
the ancestors of the Chuvash, the Onogur-Bolgarian tribes came to the 
West about the end of the 4th century A. D. Earlier they lived ¡n North 
Central Asia. According to my latest investigations the Onogur-Bolgars 
had before their departure to the West a close contact with the Mongolian 
tribes. I call this period Ancient Bolgarian : (AB). The famous parallels 
between Chuvash and Mongolian are not • a common heritage from 
an Altaic protolanguage as Ramstedt.and Poppe suppose, but AB loan-
words in Mongolian. These loanwords were borrowed during a relatively 
long period and during this time the vocaiism of AB changed. This is 
reflected by the AB loanwords: , 
AB I. o Mong o: PT *qoS- 'to unite' > AB *qol Mong qolbo-; 
II. o > «-»-Mong u: PT *qopuz 'musical instrument' > AB *qófiur 
> *qufiur Mong quyur\ 
I. ő -*• Mong ö: PT *ötjüz 'coating on the tongue, etc.' > AB 
*öt]ür -»- Mong önggür; 
II. ö > it Mong ü: PT *höküz 'ox' > AB *hökür > *hükür ->-
Mong hüker; 
I. it -*• Mong «: PT *kiizen 'weasel' > AB *.kürena'Mong kilrene-, 
II. ü > ö ->- Mong ö: PT *tüS 'dream' > AB *tül > *töl Mong 
tölge 'fortune-telling'; 
I. e, á Mong e: PT *k&z- \to wander' > AB *kam- -»- Mong 
kerii-; PT *bediz 'decoration' > 'AB *bedir Mong bedery 
II. e, a . > j Mong t: PT *ekiz 'twin, double' > AB *ekira > 
*ikire Mong ikire-, PT *kandir 'hamp' > AB *karidir > *kiti-
dir -*- Mong *kindir > 'ktnjir 'rope*. 
Tbe developments under II were sporadic and probably dialectal but 
we can observe here the genesis of a process where the AB vowels 
became closer. 
After the 4th century the Onogur-Bolgars came into contact with the 
Hungarians. The above-mentioned process can be followed further in the 
Old Bolgarian (OB) loanwords of Hungarian. 
In such words as Hung ökör 'ox' the originál OB form has been 
reconstructed as *ökür on the basis of the vocaiism of this word in other 
Turkic languages (cf. Gombocz, BTLw., p. 111). But it is known that 
in Old Hungarian there prevailed a strong tendency according to which 
the close vowels became open ones. The present Hungarian ökör goes 
back to an earlier üfcür which is attested in the sources of the 13th—14th 
centuries. Unfortunately Ancient Hungarian had no ö and thus the ü in 
ükür can be also a substitution. But Ancient Hungarian had both the 
phonemes o and u. In such cases as PT bor 'wine' <x Hungarian ¿>or id., 
Hungarian had borrowed a form *bur which then developed into bor. In 
case of PT bors 'badger' Hungarian took over a form *burs and developed 
the present form borz. On the other hand the close labials have close 
correspondences in Hungarian. 'PT yüzük 'ring' is in Hungarian gyürü, 
PT bus 'vapour' is in Hungarian búsIt is not quite impossible that, here 
we have to do with earlier Hungarian forms *györü K- OB foreii, 
*bos •*- OB bos and we can assume a process of narrowing which was 
. rarer in Hungarian linguistic history but which nevertheless occurred. 
I 
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It seems to be very probable that the OB vowel system was not yet 
consistent but perhaps slightly more developed than at the end of the AB 
period. From this point of view we have to reconsider the question of the 
vocalism of the OB loanwords in Hungarian. 
The developments in the Middle Bolgarian period (MB) can be first 
studied in the Volga Bolgarian loanwords of Commoji Permic (CP). 
These loanwords entered CP before the CP denasalization but they 
cannot be earlier than the Moslem influence in the Volga region. That 
means that they date from the 9th—10th centuries. The process of 
narrowing can be observed also here: PT qoinda 'basket' . > MB 
*xumda -*• CP kumda > Komi kud, Udm kudi. 
Three hundred years later the Volga Bolgars came into contact with 
the newcomers to the region, the Tatars. The last dated source of Volga 
Bolgarian is from 1357; the earliest inscription written in a non-Bolga-
rian Turkic language is from 1311—1312. The Volga Bolgarian loanwords 
in the Volga Kipchak languages show that in the 14th— 15th centuries 
the VK languages had already undergone this change and their vocalism 
has from these times remained practically the same: 
PT *küzük 'heddle' > MB *körü Tat körő; 
PT *buydai 'wheat, spelt' > MB * borai Tat, Bashk borai; 
PT '¡umirt 'Padus, a kind of berry, Russian nepeMyxa' > MB somirt 
-»- Tat Somirt, Bashk Somort: 
The process can be well observed in the case of Öld Russian gpba 
'mushroom'. This word had been borrowed by MB before the denasalisa-
tion in Russian, i.e. before the 10th century'in the form *gömbé. The 
word passed through MB to CP as * gomb a an d became in Komi gob, in 
Udmurt gubi. The same word was later borrowed by the Tatars and has 
survived as gömbé (cf. Chuvash kőmsa). 
Let us now sketch the historv ' of the present Chuvash vocalism . (in 
the first syllable and only from tr le point di view here discussed): : 
PT MB Chuv 
Virjal Anatri 
*a *d 0 u 
*e *i i i 
*o *u Ö • • ű 
*ő *ü 8 é 
fi a 
*i •a e é 
*u •ö ő a 
*ü *ö Ő é 
*á *ü • • - a a 
*á *á i i 
It is clear from this scheme that the MB system was the same as the 
present VK system. In other words, the VK system preserved the MB 
stage of the history of the Chuvash vocaiism. The modern Chuvash 




(*d > o, *o> u> 6, *0 > u > 8), and in Anatri a third one (*o > u, 
*o > a, *8 > e). 
In this connection I think the statements of Itkonen are proved when 
he wrote: "Es durfte wohl nichts der Annahme entgegenstehen, dass die 
tschuw. reduzierten Vokale ein bolgarisches Erbe w^ren . . . Falls es also 
iin Bolgarischen schon ca. im 11.—12. Jh. reduzierte Vokale gab, lasst 
sich denken, dass sie damals aufgrund der vorhandenen Kontakte auch 
in alle kiptschakischen [I would say: Wolga-Kiptschakischen] Sprachen 
gelangen konnten" (UAJb. 41 1969, p. 219). 
Confronted with these facts we have to decide the question of the 
origin of the reduced vowels in Cheremis. This has to be done by experts 
in Uralic studies but I wonder whether there can be another solution than 
that the reduced vowels in the Volga region are of Middle Bolgarian 
origin. Here I would draw attention only to three points: 
1) Most of the Chuvash loanwords in Cheremis were borrowed at 
a time when the Cheremis dialects already existed in some measure. 
The loanwords entered one dialect and spread from it gradually over the 
Cheremis territory. This can be one of the causes of the variegated 
Cheremis dialectal representations of the Chuvash vowels. 
2) In Chuvash there were two, chronologically different, processus 
of reduction: an earlier reduction of the originally close vowels and later 
a second one of the secondary tlose vowels. 
3) There is a difference in Chuvash between the reduced vowels in 
stressed and unstressed syllables. In the1 stressed position the reduced 
vowels have a more perfect articulation than in the unstressed syllables. 
But in both cases they are shorter and more central than the full vowels. 
There is stress on a reduced vowel only if there is no full vowel in the 
word. In case of suffixes with a full vowel, the stress moves to the latter 
even if the stein has no full vowel, e.g. Sat&kIS 'having an opening' 
with the stress on the first syllable, but Sdtukld- 'to make an opening' 
with the stress on the full vowel of the last syllable. 
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Boz in the Altaic World 
According to an earlier suggestion of Pelliot now made plausible by Ecsedy1 
the Chinese transcriptions p'o $6 ~ po denoting a kind of linen cloth and 
given by the Turk kagan Tu-lan to the Chinese court as a gift in 588, is 
reflecting the word bdz. This Altaic word had been eonnected long ago with 
Greek (Maoog.1 The history of this word is important because it reflects 
the role played by the Altaio people in the early connections between 
China and the Western World. Two questions, however, have to be solved: 
What did the word actually denote, and how old is it in the Altaic languages? 
1. 
The earliest occurrences of the word can be found in the Uigur.monuments. 
In a Buddhist text published by F. W. K. Mttiler (Uigurioa I I p. 7011. 4-5) 
we read that one has to write the sacred t e x t . . . toz-ta, yap'irqaq-ta, kagd&-t&, 
bdz-td, ban-ta . . ., i. e., "on birch-bark, (palm)-leaves, paper, bdz and 
(wooden writing) tablet". F. W.K. MiiUer translated boz as „Baumwolle" 
and Sir Gerard Clauson (EDPCT 388) as "cotton cloth". In the Chinese text 
from which the Uigur text has been freely translated, we find only three 
names of material: hua-p'i "birch bark"3, p o - l i e i g ^ "white 
cloth"4, and shu-p'i HS&L "the bark of a tree"5. I t is highly probable that 
boz of the Uigur text is a rendering of the Chinese po-tieh, but due to the 
fact that, in this case, we do not have to deal with a verbatim trans-
' See the paper of H. Ecsedy above. On our teamwork nee her note 1. 
2 W. Bang, in: APAW 1921, 14. 
3 Hua is translated in Matthews' Chinese-English Dictionary No 2219 aa "a kind 
. of birch found in Manchuria". 
* On *>o-i»eA see the paper of Ecsedy above, pp. 149-150 and Hamilton, in: BSOAS 31 
[1968], 332, 336. 
5 I do not understand why there ia made a difference between the two kinds of 
bark while there is no mention of paper, palm-leaves and the wooden tablet ban 
which ia a Chinese loanword in Uigur, On the latter see Sir Gerard Clausen's 
excellent new etymological dictionary': An Etymological Dictionary of Pre-
. Thirteenth Century Turkish, Oxford 1972 ( = EDPCT), 346. In any case the 
Chinese text seems to be corrupt and only po-tieh and bdz correspond, which can 
also be due to the fact that the Uigur translator had another Chiuese text before 
him, and/or he translated it very freely.. , ' 
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lation, the only certainty we can gain is that böz denoted'in this text a 
material on which one could write and which was most likely óf white colour. 
In another text which is a translation of letters written to and by Hsiian-
tsang (d. 664) we again encounter the word böz. From a letter of Jnäna-
prabha from Middle-India we learn that he sent a poem on the Rgveda 
with two böz (11. 1809-1810: rititvid ilok iki böz birlä)« which had been 
acknowledged by Hsdan-tsang in his answer (11. 2047-2052): yana iki böz, 
bir qap ritiwid audur Slokin itmiá aiz tügdi, "further your: dispatch of two 
böz and one bundle of ßgveda-audur poems reach«! me". The Chinese 
original has in the first case tieh, in the second po-tieh. I do not think that 
this text is giving an argument in favour of böz being fabricated in and 
imported, from India: .The Uigur translation is at least two hundred years 
younger than the Chinese original,7 and the Uigur translator simply rendered 
the Chinese word with an Uigur one which he thought to be equivalent in his 
time. Yet it seems to be highly probable that böz for the Uigur translator was 
the name of a kind of valuable cloth suitable for a gift given by distinguished 
people to people of a similar social status. 
A very interesting passage of the Uigur Säkiz yükviäk6 gives some more 
hints as to the nature of böz. I quote here the translation of Bang-Gabain-
Rachmati: „Wie auf dieser Welt (1. 391) die Kette und dér Schuß beide 
längs und quer gehend sich bindend zu Seide (torqu), Brokat (eSgirti), Baum-
wollzeug (böz) (1. 392) usw., (d. h.) zu e iner Materie werden und den WeBen 
Kleidung (Hend.) und andere Vorteile bietet, (1. 393) so werden auch die 
Lebewesen — indem die in diesem Sutra befindlichen achterlei Bewußtseins-
arten die K e t t e (1.394) und das Glanz-Wissen (skr. amala-vijnänal) 
der E insch lag (Schuß) sind und sich ständig binden — verstehend, (1. 395) 
begreifend und wissend den Buddha-Weg betreten und (anderen) Vorteil 
bringen" (op. cit. 139). Böz is here a material which is like silk and brocade 
and woven with woof and warp. It was űsed for clothing and "other bene-
fits" and must have been a kind of valuable material, But — at least for the 
translator — it was already not an exotic kind of cloth whose technique of 
manufacturing should be miraculous to him. 
An Uigur medical text advises those who have a tooth-ache" to put the 
following things in a small bag made of böz (böz qapíuy-ta): dung of a black 
ox cooked with vinegar and dung of q camel of the salty meadows (mixed) 
e Cf. A. von Qabain, Briefe der uigurischen Hüen-taang Biographie, in: SP AW 
1938, 37S, 384. 
7 Cf. A. von Gabain, Die uigurische Übersetzung der Biographie Hüen-tsangs, in: 
SPAW 1036, 162. 
8 W. Bang-A. von Gabain-G. R. Raohmati, Das buddhistische SOtra Säkiz Yük-
. mäk, in: SPAW 1934, 138 there written turqu, iikirti. The Mongolian and Tibetan 
parallel texts at my disposal do not contain* this passage. But in case there 
Should be such texts it would be irrelevant for our purposes, since they would 
reflect the Chinese original. 
» G. R. Rachmati, Zur Heilkunde der Uiguren I, in: SPAW 1930, 458-469. 
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with reddish salt.These had to be ground, mixed with wine, and then warmed 
in a pot. Finally the whole bag had to be treated with the oil of sesame-seeds 
and put on the aching tooth. At the times when this text was written böz 
had already been a kind of material common enough for use in everyday life. 
I t could not have been woven very loosely since otherwise it would not 
have been suitable to put the ¿¿z-bag with its contents into the mouth. 
In the Uigur version of the legend of the princes Kalyânaipkara and 
Pâpaipkara this word also seems to occur. In the text transcribed by Ha-
milton10 we read: âmâri tïnlïy-lar iiyarï àyirâr yuy ájjirdr kentir àyiràr: 
böz bertàtip qare toqïyur taqï yemd adruq unlar kànlii kântu uz iSlâyur. Huart 
read ifijqri and translated it as «rouet» while Pelliot supposed a name of a 
textile unknown to him and preferred the reading c(a)yay. Sir Gerard 
Glauson (EDPOT 412) writes: "The context indicates that it means some 
kind of textile fibre. Perhaps survives in SE Türki çige 'wild hemp, a cord 
made of wild hemp'." The oited Uigur word is back-vooalio, the Turkic ie 
front-vocalic.11 Hamilton is turning back to Huart's translation and quotes 
an inedited Tun-huang MS. where eklri ¿ïyar-ï böz is mentioned which Ha-
milton translated ale «deux pièces de toile (tissée avec des fils filés) au 
rouet». The woird ущ has been translated by Pelliot as «cotton», while by 
Hamilton as «laine». Kâàyarï knows both meanings, in Uigur texts ущ is 
also disseminated (tort-), therefore it is difficult to' decide whether we are 
dealing here with wool or cotton. Its original meaning was "down, soft 
feather"12 and it has been only secondarily extended to new materials sim-
10 R. J . Hamilton, Le conte bouddhique du bonetdu mauvais prince en version ouïgure, 
Paris 1971, 9; cf. P. Pelliot, La version ouïgoure de l'histoire des princes Kalyâ-
цагркага et Pâpaipkara, in: T P 16 [1914], 230-231. 
1 1 1 should like to quote here only New Uigur tig- " to tie together (with a knot), 
to plait, to weave", ¿iff, tigik, ligit "knot", iigü "cord", see also M. Râsânen, Versuch 
ernes etymologíschen Wörterbuohe der TQrksprachen, Helsinki 1969, 110 
( = EtWb) where the verb fig- and the noun iigá „Pflanzenfasern, wilder Hanf, 
Bindfaden" are separated. 
m The early occurrences of the meaning "feather" are quoted in EDPCT 910, 941. 
Sir Gerard supposes a contamination between ущ "wool" and yüg " feather" 
while Râsânen (EtWb 211) lists the two words under one heading. I think in this 
case Râsânen is right. The Chuvash word Mii "hair" cannot be the continuation 
of eat as it is commonly thought (во Râsânen E tWb 391 ; Egorov, Ètimologiéeskij 
siovar' óuvaáekogo jazyka 224) but reflects an earlier jult, see Küéfari yûlii 
"fine goat's hair". The Soyot ytim, Altai Лит, úun, tiüm, "feather, down, animal 
hair" point to a PT у tit) — yutj. The word has an extensive family and yuméaq 
"soft" also pertains here. I t is a derivation from ; *yumui preserved in Chuvash 
as iümül, of. Chuv. 4dm "wool". The latter figures in the compound iüm kayük(é) 
"name of several birds of prey" and denotes "feather(ed)". Кауйк ie P T kdyik 
"wild animal" which became later in Chuvash "bird" from the compound "feather-
ed animal". The original meaning of kayik is preserved in many other compounds 
as, e.g., kayik eiena "boar, wild pig". Another word for "wool" is tèk < PT ttik: 
This word also has the meaning "feather" in Chuvash and in many other Turkic 
languages (see the data in Râsânen E tWb 603). As a semantical parallel to 
"feather — animal hair ~ soft" яио also СЫпояе ts'ui К "the fine hair on 
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ilar to it : wool and ootton. It is evident that the meaning "wool" became 
established with the nomads and entered the Mongolian language.13 The 
puzzle of the word read by Pelliot as qar(l)i was solved by Hamilton, who 
corrected the reading to qara fixing its meaning and the history of the word.14 
The word read by Hamilton as bertôtip had been transcribed by Pelliot as 
butatip, by Clauson as bodvt-. Pelliot was uncertain of the translation, 
Clauson suggested "having dyed". In the facsimile I do not see the -r-, 
it is either b't'tp or perhaps bwt'tp (the ligated waw would be in this case 
unusually small). Perhaps the expression has to be read as bgz bytutip qara 
toqïyur "have produced a bôz and weaved & qaïa" where biitiU- would be 
the causative of 6iU- "to bring to an end, make, produce eto.". In any case, 
if this word has to be read as bôz - which seems certain - it was in some 
relation to qara. 
From a late Uigur document (USp 73:4, EDPCT 390) we learn that 
a slave-smith (temiréi qaraboS) and a female slave bôz6i (ebii qarabaS bôz&i) 
got married. I t is sure that bôzii is here "cotton cloth weaver" and not 
"seller of bôz", the former is the meaning of the word not only in Sanglax 
quoted by EDPCT but also in Modern Kirgiz. Definitively in this case and 
perhaps also in the former one, we already meet with the fabrication of 
bôz. It became a common material. 
In texts of the 11—13th centuries bôz denoted among others a material for a 
shroud (cf. Qutadyu Bilig, Yugnaki, Nahcu'l-Faradis quoted by EDPCT 389, 
DTS 97 and Fazylov Starouzbekskij jazyk I, 269). ThiB fact is very inter-
esting, because, according to L. Kâkosy,15 the word ultimately originated 
from Old Egyptian and denoted there a "whitish-green material used for 
wrapping the corpse for mumification". 
In the modern languages bôz denotes a kind of coarse cotton. In most of 
the Turkic-Russian dictionaries it is rendered with "bjaz" which itself is 
the same word occurring first in 1589 in the Russian sources,16 and denoting 
"cotton cloth or material from Persia or Buchara". In some other Turkic 
animals, the down on birds. Downy, soft" (Mathews No 6883). See Ecsedy'a 
paper above, note 20. 
13 There are two Mongolian words for "wool" : noyosun and ungyaaun. The two 
words are synonymous (cf. A. Rdna-Tas, Feltmaking in Mongolia, in: AOH 16 
[1063], 200) and-of the same origin: noyoeun < nungyaaun > ungyasun, and this 
doublet pertains to Turkio yurj. The Mongolian words do not have the meaning 
"feather", which is a semantical argument in favour of its being a Turkic loanword 
in Mongolian. The original Mongolian word for "feather" is hediin ~ hôdiin. 
I t is a problem to be investigated whether it has anything to do with hiiaiin 
"hair" 1 
14 J . Hamilton-N. Beldiceanu, Recherches autour de qara, nom d'une étoffe de poil, 
in: BSOAS 31 [1968], 330—346. This very interesting paper gave much inspiration 
to our work. 
15 Here I refer to an unpublished paper of L.,Kâkosy. 
16 Cf. M. Fasmer, Étimologiieskij slovar' russkogd jazyka 1, Moscow 1964, 261. 
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dictionaries (e. g., Kirgiz, Türkmen, New Uigur) it is defined as "mata", 
"a kind of home-manufactured coarse cotton cloth". In Hakass it is a 
generic name for textiles, cloths. 
I think that the above data give some hints to the history of the semantical 
side of the word. The phonetical side will offer some conclusions for its. 
chronology. 
The first problem which has to be investigated in connection with the 
phonetio problems of the history of the word böz is its representation in 
Chuvash. I t has long been known that the Chuvash word pir "cholst, 
polotno ¡ linen" is the same word according to its origin17 as böz. Since here 
a Chuvash -r corresponds to -z in other Turkic languages the word is of 
special importance. If -z has been in suoh cases! the original sound and -r is 
secondary in Ohuvash as it is supposed with good reason by some scholars18 
then it could be argued that böz had entered Chuvash before the z > r de-
velopment. This would be of mutual importance both for the history of the 
word böz and for the history of the z > r development. Benzing supposed 
that böz is a relatively late loanword in Turkic, and thus he found a chronolo-
gical basis for his assumption that z > r occurred late in the history of 
Chuvash: first the original intervocalio -d- became -Ó- and -?- and then both 
this and the original -z- became r.10 Biilev has correctly pointed out that 
the development z > r and d (ó) > z > r have occurred in different times, 
the second not earlier than the Uth-12th centuries, the former already in 
Proto-Turkic times. This is also clear from the Old Chuvash loanwords in 
Hungarian where Turkic z is r, but Turkic d is d and z,20 never r. For r we 
have the earliest data from 1230.21 Now we have two possibilities: the word 
17 Cf. H. Paasonen, Cauvas szójegyzék, Budapest 1908, 103; Egorov, Étimologiőeakij 
slovar' 161. 
18 As I tried elsewhere to point out the essence of the question of the so-oalled. 
rhotazism is not the quality of the original sounds X j > r and Xa > z but the 
fact that in Chuvash the opposition X ] : X3 disappeared and also does not exist 
in Mongolian (of. Acta Orientalia Havniae 32 [1970], 229; Studia Turoioa, Buda-
pest 1971, 398). 
« J . Benzing, Tschuwaschische Forschungen I I , in: ZDMG 94 [1940], 391-398. 
On p. 398 we read: „Wir kommen somit zum Ergebnis, daß im Alttachuwasohi-
sehen das alte urtürkische 0 als z ausgesprochen worden sein muß (bzw. sich im 
Lauf dieser Sprachperiode in z verwandelt hat) und dal] sowohl dieses z wie auch, 
das u r s p r ü n g l i c h e z gemeinsam zu r verschoben wurden." 
20 A, Biiäev, Sootvetstvie -R/-Z v altajskich jazykach, in: Issledovanija po ujgurs-
komu jazyku, Alma Ata 1965, 192—205. For the Hungarian representations of 
Turkic d see most recently L. Ligeti, Aota Lingüistica Hung. 11 [1961], 32—34 and 
M. K. Palló in: UAJb 31 [1959], 247-259, UAJb 43 [1971], 79-88 with further 
references. ' • 
" Cf. Markwart in: U J b 9 [1929], 79-81 on the Russian transcription of the Volga 
Bulgarian turun ~ tudun already discovered by Munkáosi in 1903. 
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bôz entered into the Turkic languages in Proto-Turkie times, at least before 
the Chuvash z > r development, or it was borrowed by Chuvash at a much 
later time, just when the original d was already a spirant do r even z, but 
before: it became -r. I should exclude the first possibility because of 
thevocalism of the word. The Chuvash -»* can go back to, a former e, but 
an original -d- (short or long) would never become a n - t - i n Chuvash. Thus 
the Chuvash wprd is reflecting a.n original formatés which can be found 
first in the work of Yugnaki (13th century, in copies of the 16th century) 
and in the Tarfuman turki of 1343M. This form coexists/with bôz in many 
recent dialects, e. g., in Tatar, Bashkir, Salar, and the fojrm with -e- is the 
common in the most Oghuz languages.13 The form with- -e- is certainly 
of Arabic origin, where it is bazz, and we have no reason to suppose an Arabio 
loanword in Pro to-Turkic times. On the other hand, we know that the 
Arabs and the Arabio language exercised a great influence on the Volga 
Bulgare, i. e., the close relatives of the Chuvash'** from the end of the 9th 
century on, i. e., just in the period when the original -d had already changed 
into a spirant, but had not yet become -r. 
This case is parallel to the history of the Persian word adinà "Friday" 
which is on a Volga Bulgarian inscription of i|L316 already ami25 , and in 
Modern Chuvash erne. 
Pit is not the only Chuvash word connected 'with bôz, and this has been 
overlooked still now. We also find a form pit in such words as kdlampit, 
kdlanpit (Aim. VII, 111), kdtampit, kdlampit (Paas) and as a loanword 
Misher kdlambit (cf. Paasonen; Rasanen EtWb 259). The word has several 
other dialectal forms as kalàmpi (Aâm. VI, 39), katakpir, katan pir (Aâm. VI, 
157), kdtan pir, katan pir (Sergeev, Slovar" ôuvaâskich narodnych govorov, 
Materialy po ôuvaâskoj dialektologii IV, Cebokéary 1971). The first word 
is Arabio j o kattdn "flax", Turkic kdt&n, and the second is our word. 
In case of the form pit -t is a substitution for a round which was not part 
of the Chuvash phonological system when the word was borrowed. This 
leads us to the assumption that the original sound which later developed 
H The Turkic part of this important source has recently been reedited : A. K. KuryS-
lanov, Issledovanie po ieksike «tjurksko-àrabskogô slovarja», Alma Ata 1670, 
but without correcting the wrong dating of Houtsma whioh had been convincingly 
done earlier by B. Flemming (Ein aitei- Irr tum bei .der ohronologischen Einord-
nung des Targuman turki wa 'agami wamu^ali, in : Der Islam 40 [1008], 226—229). 
13 Cf. Tatar bôz, bâz, Bashkir bàz, Salar bot. buz, bdî. Turkmen biz, Azeri bet, Osmanli 
bez. New Uigur bez. ' ' 
24 There have been dialectological differences among the idioms of the several 
Chuvash-Bulgarian, tribes even in the earliest périods. The. language reflected 
by the Volga Biilgarian inscriptions was a dialect olosely-related-to but not 
identical with the predecessor of the present Chuvash language. 
15 Inscription No 14 in G. V. Jusupov's Vvederiîe v bulgaro-tatarskuju épigrafiku, 
Moscow-Leningrad 1960, on line 8, cf. A. R6na-Taa-S. Fodor, in: Epigraphica 
Bulgarica 1973, 149. 
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into r had been substituted by Chuvash with the two phonemes nearest 
to it. 
Chuvash later borrowed the word once more, in the form pQs. This form 
came from Tatar bUz, and it denotes in Chuvash "mitkal, koienkor; calico". 
There is also a fourth form in Chuvash. We find the following dialectal 
forms: pUi,piiiki,piHkki, piiixi, piiixxi, piiii (Afim.IX, 235—236), piiixi 
(Paasonen, P, Bp), piiixxi (Sirotkin), puiaxxi, puii, puiH, piiaxxi, piH, 
pUH, piixi, pixxi (Sergeev 98). The word denotes "girdle" and is a com-
pound. The second part is most probably idtei "tie", and the first is our word. 
The compound can be analysed as jm&t-f-tfxd-l-t, a haplological form with 
a possessive suffix aa inert "colostrum" from * m (fue-f- Ini-f-t). The 
various dialectal forms are due to assimilations. The form *pn6a is reflecting 
an original form *b€xe3S, i. e., a disyllabic form. There is no disyllabio form 
in Turkic, but we can find it in the other Altaio language groups. 
The earliest Mongolian data for bdz can be found in the Tatjuman (1345) 
in the Turkic form bdz, and in Ibn Muhanna (first half of the 14th century) 
as biz. In the Hua yi yi yU (1368—1389) we coma across the Mongolian form 
boa where Mongolian final -a is a substitution for Turkio -z absent from the 
Mongolian phonological system. Its meaning 'is "textile, linen, cotton, 
a material for making olothes". There is also another Mongolian word bUae 
with the meaning "girdle (worn around outer garments aqd made of tex-
tiles)". The semantio differentiation of the monosyllabic and disyllabic forms 
in Mongolian is secondary and relatively late. The. disyllabio word occurs 
first in the Secret History, it can also be found in Ibn Muhanna aa b&se, in the 
Hua yi yi yU, in Mukaddimat dl-Adab and in the Vocabulary of Istanbul21. 
The dialects show a variegated picture: Khalkha b6s, bus "cloth", bUs(en) 
"girdle", Ordos b&s, bOa "cloth", i ^ e "girdle", Buriat bad "cloth", bUhe, 
behe "girdle", Kalmiick bda "cloth", frflatt "girdle", Mogol bUz "linen, 
cotton", Dahur buae (Martin), buri (Poppe) "cloth", besi, bus (Poppe), 
p'iza, bize (Ivanovskij) "girdle", Tunghsiang bosi "cloth", piie "girdle", 
Monguor bos, bose "oloth", pudze "girdle", Shera Yttgur pee (Mannerheim), 
boa (Malov) "girdle". 
' The older form is the disyllabic one whloh came into contamination with 
the later monosyllabic form. This faot can be seen in the Manchu-Tungu-
zian data. The oldest form can be found in Jurchen as buau (Grube 559), 
and it occurs in Manohu as boso, in Nanaj as bdsd, in Ulcha as buau, in Oroch 
as 6ii«ti, iu Orok as MsH, in Solon we find only bOsele- "to encircle", in 
Negidal bdsd, bdsil, in the Evenki dialects buae, bUhe. In Jurchen, Manchu 
36 Long PT fl is sometimes u in Chuvash, cf. k&n "day" (the length is preserved only, 
in West Osmanli) > Volga Bulgarian kUwen (Mien) > Chuvash kun. 
For the (secondary) length of boz see Turkmen biz. 
" L. Ligeti, Un vocabulaire mongol d'Istanboul, in: AOH 14 [1962]; 23 in this and 
in Ligeti's other works (AOH 4 [1956], 124-127, ib. 7 [1957], 111-113, ib. 13 
[1902], 202-204) see the bibliography of the relevant eouroes. 
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and the Southern Manchu-Tunguzian dialects the meaning of the word is 
"linen, cotton cloth", in the Northern Manchu-Tunguzian dialects it is in 
Negidal "linen" and in Evenki "girdle", here also pertains the Solon data.28 
The Southern Manohu-Tunguzian words preserved an earlier Mongolian 
form and meaning while the Northern dialects reflect the more recent 
Mongolian development. 
'Thaw facts lead us to conclude that in the Altaic world we have to 
deal with at least two forms, a monosyllabio one (Turkio böz, bez) and 
a disyllabio one (Chuvash puaa, Mongolian and Manchu-Tunguzian büse, 
bilsü, böaö) while both Chuvash (pir, pit, püa) and Mongolian [bös, büa) have 
the monosyljabio forms as later loanwords. 
The historical relationship between the mono- and disyllabic forms are 
of great importance, beoause it is a well-known fact that we find a series 
of words where Turkic has monosyllables (kdk "blue", ikiz "double, twins") 
and Mongolian disyllables (lcölce, ikire). Since here we have an undoubtedly 
foreign word it would not seem hopeless that this loanword can help us 
solve the debated question of the so-called Mongolian "plus vowel". But this 
is only the case if we are dealing with one and the same word. 
As we have seen the monosyllabio form is documented from the 6th cen-
tury in the Chinese sources. This form could already be of Arabic origin 
which had been monosyllabic. The disyllabic form seems to be older. In cases 
before the 6th century we have to look for other non-Altaiö languages. In the 
Semitic world the word is very old. I t will be the task of scholars in Semitic 
studies to investigate the history of the word; I should like to quote here 
only the most important data: Akkadian büfu, Middle Hebrew, Phoenician 
büf, Old South Arabic btv?, Arabic bazz, Arameic büfä (W. Baumgartner, 
Hebräisches und aramäisches Lexikon, Leiden 31967, 111 b), Syriac büfä 
(ace. bü$n) (C. Brockelmann, Lexikon Syriacum, Halle 21928). There 
also exists a modern Arabic form bisä (Völlers, ZDMG 51 [1897], 293) which 
seems to be — as Ethiopian biaös — a reloan from Greek. The earliest Greek 
data is from the 6th century B. C. and is of West Semitic origin.29 
From the above two languages can be taken into account: Syriac and 
Greek. The Greek form definitely reflects an originally non-Greek word, 
but it is uncertain whether it had been monosyllabic (bys) or disyllabic 
(byao or similar), both would have been adapted into the Greek system as 
bysaos. Syriao had a disyllabic form. Syriac merchants and missionaries 
28 For the Manchu-Tunguzian data I have also used the manuscript of the new 
comparative dictionary of the Manchu-Tunguzian languages compiled under the 
direction of V. I . Cinciua, Leningrad. This highly important work is in print, 
alnd its first volume will appear soon. 
39 I have to offer my sincere thanks to H. Eosedy for checking the Chinese and to 
K. Czegl£dy for his help in finding the Semitio data. Laufer, Sino-Iranica 674, 
wrote tha t the word is absent from the Iranian languages. This has to be reexa-
mined. 
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reached China in the 6th century or earlier and had close contact with the 
rising power of the Turkio tribes. From the phonetio point of view the 
Syriac form appears more likely to be the original form, but there must be 
further studies to solve this problem. 
I t cannot be excluded that wo have to deal with three original forms. 
I t seems to be unlikely that the labial vowel, of bdz is due to an internal 
Turkio development, though also we have to take into account this possibility. 
Since the Arabio form appears with an illabial vowel, the monosyllabio form 
with a labial vowel could then only be of Greek origin. Were this so, then 
only the Syriac form remains as a possible candidate for the origin of the 
disyllabic form. In thiB case we were confronted with a historical contami-
nation of three different forms of the same original: Syriao *bUse, Greek *bHa 
and Arabio bazz. This might then have caused the semantic variety of the 
word-group. Bdz denoted in Turkio a valuable textile of foreign origin. From 
the 8th century on it became a term of fine and later of coarse cotton cloth. 
I t also denoted linen and girdle made of these materials. 
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A VOLGA BULGARIAN INSCRIPTION FROM 1307 
BY 
A. RÔNA-TA8 
The inscription which I shall discuss has been known for more than 
eighty years. In 1894 on behalf of the Society of Archeology, History and 
Ethnography of the Imperial Univeroity, Kazan, G. Achmarov conducted a 
series of archeologioal researches' in this'SE parts of the Kazan Province. 
In the course of his field-work he found' and copied new Volga Bulgarian in-
scriptions. Ashmarin got his report in manuscript and used its material for his 
book Bolgary i luvaSi, published in 1902. Among the inscriptions foiind by 
Achmarov there were three inscriptions located by him to a Tatar village called 
by him Tai bilgi. Ashmarin quoted one of the three texts as follows: <11 ¿ U 
¿ L j - ' ^ j l " . , 4—lj i r j , «1)1 .«*, . <JT. j i . o / J j l , J - e U l J j l ^P-JI , sS \ \ 
¿ikrjt.ij*. * u - i e ' E j . ^ l • (>•••'•'•) J V ' j - J J r i . j f f 
Achmarov's translation: «Sud Bogu VsevySnemu, Velikomu. Syn Iljjasova 
Ismagilova syna Muchammed. Milostj Boga emu, milostj Sirokaja. God 760 . . 
mesjaca. . .». Ashmarin corrected Achmarov's translation: «Sud (prinadleiitj 
Bogu VsevySnemu, Velikomu. Pamjatnik Muohammeda, syna Ismaila, syna 
Iljjasa, (Dà budet) nad nim milostj Boiija milostjju Sirokogo. Po letofiisleniju 
706 goda . . . mesjaca (prestavilsja ? ) . . .s.1 Without having seen the original 
Ashmarin also corrected some of Achmarov's readings 
Achmarov Ashmarin 
^djJL «ego znak» 
Ul ^ J d T • «Ses(toj» 
He added that the word written by Achniarov as in the eighth line 
reminds him of the word of the inscription of TetjujSi, but he was unable 
to decipher this word and the last line remained entirely uninteligible for him.8 
Achmarov in his book Bvlgar tarihi, Kazan 1908, edited the inscription 
for the second time. There are some corrections in the revised text: 
'Ashmarin , op. cit., pp. 96 — 96. 
' < . . . smysl ê toj stroki, tak ïe, kak i poslednej, ostaetsja soverSenno zagadoi-
nym» (p. 96). 
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As we shall see Aohmarov'i «corrections» were mostly wrong and were 
carried out without a second study of the original. 
The inscription has beoome known through Ashmarin's book and some 
of the words have been quoted by the later literature. As in many other cases 
the wrong readings Wandered from one publication' to the next. Having no 
access to a reliable print or photo I included this inscription among the «non 
authenticated inscriptions» in Epigraphica Bulgaria* under No. IV.9 
In 1973 I had the opportunity to investigate the Volga Bulgarian (VB) 
' inscriptions in the Chuvash A8SB and the Tatar A88R. In Kazan, thanks to 
the generosity of the Kazan Branoh of the Soviet Academy of Scienoes I could 
work through the archives of the Institute of Language, Literature and His-
tory.4 In the Archives I found an exoellent photo of the inscription mode 
presumably by Q.V. Jusupov. Coming back from Kazan in Moscow I got hold 
of the latest volume of Spigra/ika Vostoka XXI where the untimely deceased 
exoellent Tatar soholar O. V. Jusupov published a series of Inscriptions collected 
by him during an expedition of the Kazan Institute in the years 1961—1063. 
Jusupov republished here the above mentioned inscription without referring 
to the fact that this had been done earlier by Ashmarin and Aohmarov. He 
quotes, however, some of the readings by Aohmarov. 
Jusupov's edition is superior to the former ones. He gives the name of the 
village aa Tjaiberdino, in Tatar Rii]ab and adds that Toft bilge is the mime of 
the cemetry.' He had also recognized that this inscription contains something 
which iB unique among the hitherto known inscriptions. He writes: «V posled-
•Rdna-Tas A.—Fodor iB., Epigraphica Bulgarica; Studiu Uralo-Attaica i (Szeged 
1978), p. 160 (Further EB). 
' I with to express my sinoore gratitude to the dfreotfon of the Institute and espe-
cially to A. Ch. Chalikov for their kind and effuotive help. 
'Unfortunately also here some error has orept in. Jusupov (Hip. Voit. XXI , 
p. 61) looat«B Tjaibordino, Tatar K&Jftb Into the KujbySev rayon. TjaZlmrdino is in faot 
in the Aljkoovo rayon. The Tatar village RBJ&b ¡B callod otherwise StaryJ Uaran and Is In 
the Kujbifev rayon (1 quotealotter of A. Ch. Chalikov, datod 2nd March, 1975). Thus it 
remains an open quostion whether the inscription is in Tjaibordino (Aljkoovo) or It&Jilb — 
StaryJ Baran (KujbySov). On the term tai bUgi see also JuHUpov, Vvedenie v bulgaro-
latarskuju tpigrafiku, M-L 1980, p. 00. 
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nich strokach teksta my vpervye sredi mnogich bulgarskich epitafij vstre-
¿aem drevnebulgarskuju frazu», but be adds: «otdeljnye slova kotoroj ne sov-
sem e55e ponjatny, po£tomu perevod ee daetsja predpoloiitel jno». The main 
deflcienoy of Jusupov's publication is that he did not publish the original 
and thus his readings could not be checked or verified. Not being a linguist 
Jusupov made practically no comment.' on this important inscription and my 
aim iB here to evaluate it from the linguistic point of view. In the notes to the 
text in Arabic and the translation I indicate those places where I differ from 
Jusupov in my readings, interpretation or translation. 
The text and its translation are as follows: 
1. al-hukmu li-l-lahi-l-'aliyyi-l-kaliri , / j l ^CLl * 
2. Elyaa awli Ismd'il J ^ ^ - t Jj> V.Ql * 
3. awli Muhamad belttwi Ifl • w ^ J j i r 
4. rahrrvatu-l-ldhi 'alayhi roAnta*3" ' «Jli ' w j t 
5. wdai'af» tdrib-a fiyet* "ell. j.C' »«l-.l j • 
6. for alfiti fdl g"l-q°'da [ M u]-J I>> " J U J j j t "j.jl i 
7. ayhi iSne10 i^rimsen11 "¿r-* j* " ¿ r l v 
8. Siwne barsa velti ' " ^ J A 
• Jusupov has keara beneath the <Sli/ but I do not see It and an i- is very unlikely 
here. Cf. eli. < ' 
' Jusupov has <JUI bu t I do not see the <jamma on the hS. 
• There is a clear dot beneath the rii not noted by Jusupov. I n the oase of kabiri 
and rahmatu it is impossible to decide whether there is a dot or not beneath the rd. 
• Fatfya above maw, keara and three dots beneath sin are not noted by Jusupov. 
" T h e dot beneath rd is not noted by Jusupov. 
" T h e place is somewhat damaged, the dot registered by Jusupov beneath jim 
is illegible, and so are the dots beneath yd and keara beneath td. But the fat/ia on yd is 
good visible though not noted by Jusupov. 
u Jusupov has j>»•. The fatfia la surely a misprint, ainoe he oorreotly translated 
«hundred». There is no dot on the rd, i.e. it is not zdy. The line begins with the usual small 
triangle oharaoteristio to V B kUfi (see Paleographical remarks). If this were a do t i t would 
have been placed higher. There is, however, a dot beneath rd not noted by Jusupov. 
18 The dot beneath jim Is not noted by Jusupov. 
" I t is difficult to read the word. Jusupov gives [ll-uJIj. This word ocours twice 
in the authentically edited VB inscriptions EB 25 : 7 (Jj)««Jljj and EB 44 : 2 -uJl^i. 
Though the wdto is not very clear in this inscription it is the only possible reading. I do 
not see the dots on qaf indicated by Jusupov, but the place is somewhat damaged and 
perhaps a fatfya can be read. There is a dot beneath the 'ain. 
" Jusupov did not indicate the Jatha and keara. 
' " Jusupov gives i.e. Hip. There is no hamza but only keara beneath dlif. 
The nUn clearly has its dot above and jatha on the nun is olearly visible. There is no dot 
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1. The judgment belongs to God the Most High, the Great 
2. Elyfis* son Ism&'iTs 
3. son Mubamad'8 (sepulohral) monument (is) this. 
4. The mercy of God, be upon him with meroy 
5. abundant. According to history seven 
6. hundred sixth year in the 4u-l-qa'da 
7. month (it) was. To the Cerimsen 
8. river having gone, (he) died.*3 
Paleographical remarks 
Hie inscription iB written in the style which I call VB kufi. This style is 
connected with the earliest phase of the history of the kufi style24 which later 
developed into a decorative art of writing. The primitive variant of kufi has 
been preserved mostly in the outlying provinces of the Muslim world. I t is 
adapted to the necessities of carving into stone, hence its lines are, where pos-
sible, straight. In the VB region aspecial variant of this style developed. Similar 
inscriptions can be seen in Jusupov's Vvedenie Nos 14,18,10,20 etc. The «head» 
of wato is almost triangular, the independently written yd has a horizontal 
stroke which is continued by a line leaning somewhat backwards thus resembl-
ing an angle, The perpendicular lines of sin are straight, the one on the right is 
somewhat longer and leaning a bit forward. The letter leaf has the special kufi 
form sometimes very similar to the independent yd used in other styles but 
never goes below the line. The oblique initial line of the initial fim is short. 
The letter dlif and some other letters have a small triangular «head». 
beneath the niIn. In this case Achrnarov and Ashinarin read the word almost correctly. 
The final nOn has here its kSfi form, very common in other inscriptions, and in the same 
form as in the words ierimaen and Sixmie in our inscription, where also Jusupov read -n. 
" Jusupovreads:( I) ¿,—te-- The dot and the keara beneath ra are clearly visible. 
Above the initial fim the space is somewhat damaged. The three dota beneath sin are 
. olearly visible, see the photocopy. 
u The three dots beneath sin and the dot beneath ra are not noted by Jusupov, 
, but see the photocopy. 
u Jusupov put the fatfta on the l&m though it is clearly on waw. 
On One see p. 163 below. 
" W r i t t e n efi. • * 
** Written j'rxmsen. 
»* Jusupov: 6 v zu-l-ka'da 7. inesjace, v naSale bylo. V Sermasanskoj 
8. vode, utonuv, umer (?). 
To this Jusupov adds (p. 62) «Posle daty fraza naiinaetsja slovom 
«Cermasan» (sic, with -»-), nazvaniem r(eki) OeremSan (po-tatarski CurmeS&n) schodnym 
a nazvaniem r(eki) Cermasan (v zapadnoj BaSkirii)». 
M See A. Grohmann, Arabische palaographie I—II, Osterreicliische Akadeniie der 
Wiss. PhU-Hist. Kl., Denkschrifton, Wien 1007 -1971, Bd. I, pp. 7 1 - 9 2 . 
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Orthographical remarks 
The very carefully written text has some orthographical pecularities more 
or less in common with other inscriptions. The most important of them is the dot 
put beneath the letter ra. This showB that there WSJB a special need in the VB 
territory to distinguish-among the letters zayn j and rd j to assure the correct 
reading. In an area, where two linguistic groups lived together with languages 
in which the distinction between e.g. sekiz and sekir was a question of ethnical 
identity, this orthographical UBage has been of essential importance. 
A similar procedure can be observed in the distinction between the letters 
rendering s and S. The letter Sin has the usual three dots above, but the letter 
ain is especially marked by three dots beneath the letter ^ . There have been 
some speculations about the meaning of these dots beneath, but since they occur 
in Arabic words as well,251 see here a clear parallel to the distinction of z versus 
r. In the two languages such word pairs as sari and Sari «yellow, white» were 
important for the ethnical differentiation. I t is also relevant that the system is 
the same. In the first case the dot above was placed beneath to distinguish 
the letter, in the second case the three dots were used in the same way for the 
same purpose. 
In the VB inscriptions there were consequently UBed some letters denoting 
consonants. In those cases where Arabic had the so called emphatic consonants 
and Turkish had consonants near to their Arabic pronunciation, the Arabic 
emphatic consonant letters were used in back vocalic words — a usage which 
can be observed also in other Middle Turkish texts.26 This orthographical usage 
** See Elyas, Ismail and ivasi'at in our text. 
n On this usage of the emphatio consonants in Kipcliak texts see S. Telegdi: 
KGsA Ergftnzungsband, 1036—1939, pp. 287 — 288. According to O. Pritaak (Fundamenta 
/ , p. 77) in the Mamluk-Kipchak orthography the cmphatic consonants were also used 
to differentiate between the pairs a : 0, o : u, 6 : ii, » : » as e.g. by Abu Hayyan and the 
al-Qawanin. In the Tar]um&n, 1313, published by Houtsma and republished by Kuryfi-
ianov the emphatio consonants are only U B e d in back-vocalic words, but thero inconsc-
quently e.g. CiA' topraq «earth» but ¿ J» fopuq «ankle-bone», U/ turma «radish», but 
t ) e (urna «crane». A similar picture can bo found also in the Kliwarezmian orthography. 
The usage of the emphatic consonants in back-vocalic words is known also in the OBman-
Turkish texts. I have no pluce to go in to details here but I would like to mention that in 
those epigraphical monuments of the Volga region which were written in the literary 
language of the some period or later, this usage of the omphalic consonants is absent. 
Only in one of the earliest inscriptions (BolSie Tarchani 1314) do we find ji-UJI ultinii 
(seo Jusupov, Vvedenie (No. 12 : 12). Otherwise wo find alfunii «goldsmith» 
(Bolgari 1317, ibid, No. 15 : 6) >jl Otuz «thirty* (Museum of Kazan, 1383, B. Nyrey 1399, 
Jusupov, op. cit., No. 46), ^dl alti «six» (B. Nyrsy 1399) in contrast to VB jUj (of. EH 
Nos 10 : 8 — 9, 19 : 6, 20 : 6) and in our text. That nmuns that thero wus not only a 
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enables us to judge the. quality of the vowels in otherwise dubious cases, thus 
e.g. pil y «fourth» can be read only with front vowels in spite of the fact that this 
word is baok vooalio in present Chuvash (tàvatdm), otherwise we would have 
with i. as in alfi «six» or wufur J.} «thirty». 
In the VB inscriptions, as in ours, the letter kSf <J is consequently used 
only in front vocalic words. In back vocalic words on place of the deep velar 
Pro to-Turkish (PT) q- we find x- so there is no qdf in VB words. The consonant 
x- is written — with one exception17 — by ¿a in all inscriptions, but the dot is 
many times omitted since the distinction between Jâ j- and hd ^ was unim-
portant. 
The long vowels are alwayB written plene, i.e. with wdw, yd or dlif, the same 
system which can be found in Kfiayari's Divan.™ The short vowels are denoted 
by the diaoritics fatha, keara and ^ommà, but often ommitted, or illegible. This 
is the case in our text e.g. in f*yet* and i*rimsen. 
Sometimes on plaoe of the PT long vowels we find the triphthongs -iye-
and -ûwe-, -Ûiûi-, -moi- resp. In carefully written texts also the diacritics are 
places as in tUiodtim or in fiyeti. From this it seems to be clear that we 
have to interpret this clusters aa [ijfe] and resp. containing the semivowels 
i and jf-
I t is remarkable that no distinction1 is made between $ and 6 though the 
orthography used the three dots in the case, of SP 
These and other regularities in the writing of VB words are very consistent 
in the VB inscriptions. This foot makes the assumptipn inevitable that there 
existed a literature written in the VB language with Arabio letters.30 
" T h i s ocours in the word jvJ Mr «girl, daughter» •< PT gfz »- Chuvash xlr. The 
word occurs twenty times in the authentically edited inscriptions (see EB, p . 152) inva-
riably with hS and even In the word ^ » / J hirfyOm «girl-slave, maiden» < P T qirgin =» 
Chuv. x&rx&m the first letter is alwayB hS. In present Chuvash there is no difference among 
the initial of xir and the other words whloh have an initial x -c PT q-. In one case (EB 
22 :4) Jusupov read {tir but this is very uncertain. 
' ** This systemwaa first discovered by Professor Ligeti, see Les voyelles longues en 
lure: J A 1938, pp. 177—204. Lately J . A. Kelly has dealt with the orthography of KU-
•jttri in a detailed and instructive study (VAJb 45, 1973, pp. 152—101) without, however, 
referring to the controversial opinions expressed by many authors. 
* There are many orthographical systems used for rendering Turkish words with 
Arabio letters. Those under Persian influence use three dots beneath jim to render 6. 
I t is of interest that the VB orthography shows no Persian influenoe. I t is another question 
why the VB orthography found it necessary to distinguish between s and i and not be-
tween S and j. 4 
" Already Fraehn in a lecture delivered in 1830 (cf. Drei Mtinzen aer Wolga-Bulgha-
ren aus dent X. Jahrhundert n. Chr.-.Mémoires de l'Académie Imp. des Sc., 1832, Bér. VI, 
tome I, pp. 180—181 ) has supposed the existence of an early literature in Boigari referring 
to the Ta'ri}} BulySr of Ya'qub ibn Nu'mSn al-Bul-fari (12th century). This work has been 
lost and we do not know whether it has been written in Arabio or in Turkish, nevertheless 
» 
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Remarks on the VB words 
J . J «hís son» 02,8). This reading is secured by a aukun written in EB 
46 : 4 and is the form with the possessive suffix -»of the word awul. The drop-
ping of the vowel of the second syllable is normal in iVB Bee e.g. ayix > ayxi 
and known alsoin Old Turkish texts e.g. in the o ase oiayiz > ayzi «his mouth». 
I t is, however,to mention that Chuvash preserved the-it- in form "of the reduced 
vowel d In ft*Ut «his son». Of. PT oyul + i, Chuvash (nil + t, Tatar id + 'i. 
belüu4 «his (sepulohral) monument (lit. sign) (:S). This word has been 
discussed many times. The most important remarks were made by K. Thorn-
sen.41 Thomsen correctly rejected the former readings according to whioh the 
following h&f belongs to the word. He was also right in pointing out that the 
final -q already disappeared and that to;this VB yt OlVt, «fifty» < P T Olig 
offers a olear parallel. Some problems, however, remained unsolved. Recently 
M. R. Fedotov has discussed the reading of the word.3! According to him the 
letters wdw and yS denote together a Turkish ü mechanically following the 
Uighur orthography. According to him the word has to be read as beiül. This 
is impossible for several reasons. I t is true that the Uighur orthography 
exerted some influence on that of Arabio used for rendering Turkish texts 
mainly beginning with the Khwarezmian period of the East Turkish literary 
language. This ooourred, mainly in the casé of denoting the vowels where the 
originally used opposition long : short — plene : diacritic disappeared and the 
plene writing is used for all vowels, as in Uighur. This was partly due to the 
loss of the opposition of the long and short vowels. But I do not know of any 
Turkish texts written in Arabio — nor does Fedótov quote any — in whioh 
todw and yd denote ü. But this is not what is essential. In the syBtem of the 
Uighur orthography O is denoted by v>dw and yod only in the first syllable. 
Thus e.g: in the word balgtíai, bdlgü-si (Suv 018 : 21, 621:12) the it is written 
only with «wto. In the VB inscriptions we find many words where ü has to be 
read (e.g. ffir or just in the partióle tü) and it is never rendered by w&w and yS. 
we have evidence t&at Ta 'qub was a Turk. Abf t l Hamid al-Gornatl has met him between 
1132 and 1186 in Bolgari (see Bartoljd, SodnenijaY, p . 618, Hrbek; Enal si 1307). I quote 
here Fraehn «Welcher Freund der vtttarlftndlBohnh Oeachiohte teilt nicht mit mir den 
Wunsch, dasa diese Bulgarische Chronik, welohe ioh hier signalisiert, einmal mögte aufge-
funden werden?» (op. cit., 181 note). 
11 Zur wolgabolgarischen Epigraphte-, Acta Orientalin Havniae, XXVI: 3—4 (1962), 
pp. 189—192. Correctly is (he expression read alap by G. Doerfer in Türkische und mon-
golische Elemente im Neupersischen, Wiesbaden 1983, I , p. 217. 
n Sovetskaja Tjurkologija 1974: 6, p. lbfl. This opinion has been earlier put forward 
by O. Friteak, Die bulgarische Fürstenliste und die Sprache der Protobolgaren, Wiesbaden 
1966, p. 71, and already rejeoted by L. Ligeti in: Turkológiai megjegyzések szláv jövevény-
szavainkhoz [Turkologioal remarks to the Slavic loanwords of the Hungarian language]: 
Magyar Nyelv LXI I I (1967), p. 434, note. 
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The readings, suggested by Fedotov — as bol-tü (!) or bol-tö (I) for the correct 
bdltuwi (not bdltuwi as Fedotov quoted me) is indefensible. K. Thomson has 
correctly quoted the parallel expression ziyarat-i kii <_ío>l j «his sepulchral mo-
nument». To this I would only add that we have also ziyaraJíi kti (EB 28 : 2) 
and in one case ziyarat-i bu (EB 8 : 3), i.e. in place, of the VB -kü we find the 
regular Turkish bu which verifies beyond any doubt the interpretation of kü 
as an emphatic particle with the meaning «this (is)?. Nevertheless one problem 
has remained open and this is the history of the word and its connection with 
the present Chuvash forms. In the Chuvash literary language and the dialects 
we find the following forms: paid, palid, palák, palled. I t is clear that the forms 
with k have to be excluded here and cannot be linked directly with the VB 
form. On the other hand the form with the possessive suffix of the third person 
of paid and paild is patli. We know another type of words which have a form 
resembling the VB form belüwi this is áiru «letter» > MrdvS «his/her letter», 
or kétü «herd» > kitévS «his/her herd»,33 but this occurs only in words which end 
in -u or -fi.34 Thus in the case of a perfect parallel we would expect in Chuvash 
not paid (pattá is a secondary form),3* but *palu whioh is, however, not the 
case. Chuvash paid can be a continuation of either *belig or *belég the latter 
well attested in Old Church Slavic beltg itself a Turkish-Bulgarian loanword 
there. The Hungarian word bélyeg «mark* was — as Professor Ligeti is inclined 
to suppose36 — borrowed through Slavic'. The Turkish words pertaining here 
have been thoroughly discussed by Professor Ligeti. He reconstructed two 
prototypes: PT *belgü and PT *beldk or *bdlak supposing that the -k > -g 
change occurred in Slavic. Considering thp Chuvash form paid I would prefer 
a sonorization within Chuvash as in the type fiiik «boots» > aid, özek «the inner 
part of the tree etc.» > vara, which occurred through the phases -g- > -/?- > 
-0-. The Chuvash form palkd is a Kazan Tatar loanword reflecting an original 
*bálgi or *b&lgü,*' the latter attested in a Tatar inscription dated 1605/0 where 
we read belgttsi.3* The form palák is a metathetic form also borrowed from 
Tatar and reflects an original belttg. This is of great importance, because this is 
exactly the form which could be the etymon of VB *belü > belüwi. We know 
about numerous eases where Tatar has preserved VB words and some of them 
.." áiritvé developed regular ily from *Mruvi, létévé from 'iötüvi. 
u These final -u/tt are secondary. The original -u/ti became -4/1. In most oases pre-
sent -u/tt has developed from -uy/üg. 
u Both paid and pallá have their form with the possessive suffix as 'palti. The form 
palld is a secondary re-derivation from patti. 
- Op.cit., p. 437. 
.. " On the details see: On. the (Hhuvash guttural stops in final position: Studio Turcica \ 
(Budapest 1071), pp . 389 - 4 0 0 . 
" The actual Tatar form is bilge (see e.g. Tai bilge above) from an earlier *belgi -c.. 
belgü (cf. Ligeti, op.cit., p. 433). The form bélgüsi occurs e.g. in Jusupoy, Vvedenie No. 74. 
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were later borrowed by Chuvash.38 Cf. PT belgU, belig, belek, Chuvash paid, 
Tatar bilge. 
ka <S (:3) On this emphatic partiole see above. Fedotov40 and Poppe41 
have expressed the view that this particle is unknown in the other Turkish 
languages. The syntactical function of *kD, resembles the Turkish particle oq/dk 
common in Old and Middle Turkish43 and many modern Turkish languages. 
In Kazan Tatar it is Uk/uk e.g.: tel&sdf] irtdgd Hk aina yauii fib&r&m «If you 
whish I shall send you the matchmaker just to-morrow» or Bashkir urmanya 
<uq barip eteil «to go just to the forest». In some languages and dialects we find, 
however, this particle in the form ¿ft,, e.g. in Uzbek u keldi kil «he came» or 
South Kirgiz ol barat IcU «on-to pojdet, da vedj on ie pojdet; he is the one 
who is just coming.» I t seems that oq/ttk is the secondary form and we have to 
do here with an old Turkish demonstrativ pronoun *k& pointing to near in 
oontrast to its back vocalio form *qu pointing far. The latter has been preserved 
by Yellow Uighur.43 Cf. Chuvash. ku «this (near)». 
fiyeti oU- (:5) «seven» The fully vocalized form ¿>C can be found, e.g. in 
EB Nos 12 : 6, 42 : 4,49 : 6. In an inscription dated 1338 (EB No 20 : 6) we 
find j, U fiyeii a transitional form to the present Chuvash Oil. I have to remark 
that Kazan Tatar has fide < *fedi while in the.inscriptions written in the lite-
rary language there is always y.ti Cf. PT yeti, Chuvash si£l, si6c£, Tatar fide^ 
" I quote only one example here P T yuzuk '«ring» is regularity represented by Chu-
vash SSri. The word — as a special term for weaving — has been borrowed by Tata r (and 
other Volga languages) where it is Hire «spulka, cevka». This word was later reborrowed 
by Chuvaah where we find ¿iiri with ¿iri side-by-aide. For more details see Some Volga 
Bulgarian words in the Volga Kipchak language»: (forthcoming). 
40 Op. cit., p . 106. 
41 Cf. N . Poppe, Zur Stellung dee Tschuwaschischen: OAJ XVTII (1974), p. 142. 
" See Clauson, An Etymological Dictionary of Pre-thirteenth-century Turkish, p . 76, 
Sevortjah, Etim. Slov. I. , pp . 438—439, R&s&nen (Materialien zur Morphologic der tiirki-
schen Sprachen: SO X X , 1967, p . 39) supposed tha t the Chuvash reflexive pronoun xam ~ 
xu ~ x&y etc. and the particle -a%, -*a is connected with -oq by assuming an intermediate 
form *oqa. 
" S e e S. E . Malov, Jazyk ieltych ujgurov, Alma Ata 1967: yu «¿tot daljnyj» ( < 
Chinese T) (p. 176), qU «von tot»(l), quya «kudai qo «fitoti (p. 66), yo «von tot» (p. 22). 
Malov adds (p. 177) t ha t there is no parallel to yu in the Turkish languages, however there 
could be a — perhaps only formal — similarity with Chuvash ku. Egorov (Etim. slov., p . 
114) compares Chuvash ku with Turkish bu (a quite other partiole with a similar function 
and equally developed from an old demonstrative pronoun) and among the Turkish da ta 
cited he quotes also Shera Y6gur ko without indicating tha t it is back vocalio. 
" T h e -d- in the Oghuz languages is due to the long I preceding the original •<-. 
In the Kipchak languagls the sonorization of -t- is due to its inter vocalio position. The 
•d- in some Kipchak languages is very old (Bulyat al-muitaq, 14th century, At-tuhfat, 
14th century, also in Armeno-Kipchak). In this,word the -d- is however restricted to a 
small group of Kipchak languages including Tatar , Bashkir, Misher, Baraba, Karaim. 
But even in the Eastern Tatar dialects of Siberia we find yette «Beven* and yete «week» 
(cf. D. O. TumaSeva, KOnbatii Seber (atarlarii tele, Kazan 1961, p . 124). 
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fût j.y. (:fl) «hundred» always with plene written -Û-. Cf. PT yùz, Chu-
vash Ur, air, Tatar yùz. 
cUtiii jJLl\ (:6) «sixth». I t is of spécial importance that in this word the 
syllable -<»- did not became -ti- and we have also in Chuvash -td. On the 
suffix -Si see below. Cf. PT oM, Chuvash «ft*. Tatar aftf. 
fdl JU (:6) «year». Host Turkish languages have two words one of which 
denotes the calender year (yil) and the other the age (yaS). In an inscription, 
dated 1311, we read that a certain Fatima-il6% died in her twenty second year: 
yiffHml iU yâSinda (Jusupov, Vvedenie, No. 10), in another inscription also 
written in the literary language in 1328 we find: -Hatun ot^z biS yaiinda ... 
«-Hatun (died) in her thirtyfifth year» (op. cit., No. 22). I t is interesting that 
the word for calender year occurs relatively late in the inscriptions e.g. toquz 
ytu bii yilde «in the year 905 (according to Hegira, i.e. 1499/1500)», or tàrijy 
ming yil vxup y^gHmi-de «in thousand year and twenty (according to Hegira 
i.e. 1611/12). In the earlier inscriptions we find the type: hifrat-da yetl yûz on 
blrde «According to Hegira 710 (i.e. 1311:—12)». Most recently L. Bazin has 
dealt with the words yaS and yil.** He stated that the opposition calender 
year: year of age is present in all Turkish languages with the exception of VB, 
Chuvaah and Karachay-Balkar. In the latter we find ojnly yil in both meanings 
which Bazin explains with the Bulgarian substratum in, the Balkar Kipchak 
language. The common Turkic ydS, VB fdl and Chuvash éul are the original 
words for year, while yil is acoording to him an old Mongolian loanword in the 
z-Turkish languages, most probably from Juanjuan and is etymologically the 
same word as Mongolian nil-qa «young», while Mongolian fil is a late reborrow-
ing from Turkish. Bazin's proposal is very plausible, hpwever I have to express 
some doubts. The Mongols had a very old native word for year which has to be 
reconstructed as *po(n) and — as Professor Ligeti haa demonstrated — was 
present already in Kitan.4* I t seems to me a somewhat overcomplicated view 
that the Mongols knew the word for year *Ail, forgot its original meaning and 
then borrowed it baok from Turkish. If fUI denoted the calendar year this is 
highly improbable, if not, what was the difference between HU and pon, and 
where and when did the former obtain its meaning ? I t is sure, as Bazin correctly 
pointed out, that yil ~ Jil is a typical international word. If Turkish tdS 
«stone» pertains to Mongolian *til-a-yun I see no reason why we could not 
connect ydS with MongoUan fil. Parallel to Mongolian ¿ilayun and Jil we have 
Chuvash tvi and iul. That the Bulgarian form fdl was used for denoting the 
ealender year is attested. It is another question whether Turkish yil is a bor-
rowing from some early Onogur-Bulgarian language or it came to these lan-
guages by Mongolian mediation. Cf. PT ydS, Chuvash éul;Tatar ydS, yel. 
u Les calendriers turcs anciens et médiévaux', Paris 1974, pp. 70—77 and passim. 
M Cf. Le tabghatch, un dialecte de la langue sien-pi; Mongolian Studies 1970, p. 306: 
Old Mongolian *pon, Khitan po, Jurchen(Kin) pon, Middle Mongolian Aon. . 
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ayxi (:7) «its month».The stem has to be reconstructed as ayux or ayix, 
in osse of *ayax we would expect Chuvash *uyax and not uydx whloh is the ex-
tant form. The PT &y lost the length of its vowel. The sukun on ya in the inscrip-
tion of 1201 (EB No. 8 : 4) exoludes the reading ayixi, and the Chuvash form 
uyàxë similarily pertains to another dialect as in the ease of axoU. The -q is a 
typioal Bulgarian suffix, which became in VB in back vocalic words -x, of. 
FT til «language» > C h u v ¿Size. Cf. FT Sy, Chuvash uyäx, Tatar Ay. 
iáne ¿il . (57) «in (the middle of)». The keara beneath the älif, also olearly 
written in EB No. 9 :0, shows that this is the only possible reading. This word 
has been dealt with in detail by O. Pritsak.*7 He corrected the earlier reading to 
the one occurring here and already suggested by Jusupov.48 Pritsak connected 
this word with äi «das Innere» and read Wnä deriving the root of this form from 
PT iS. There are, however, some problems which are still unsolved. The word 
á l «interior, Btomaoh» etc. has a labial vowel in the Viryal dialects, where it 
sounds ős." This can be due only to the fact that it goes back to an older form 
with labial vowel which excludes the possibility of connecting the word with 
ii. The final results regularity in -i in Chuvash as PT it- «to drink» > Si-, 
PT at- «to open» > «i-, PT ül > «three» > vii(t) etc. Doerfer tried to explain 
the irregular final postulating an ii -f si.*0 I think we have to do here with 
two or perhaps three different words which have been mixed together partly 
by the lexicographers and partly perhaps already by the native speakers. The 
first word is of Persian origin where it is hué j y and has the meaning «con-
sience, mind, memory eto.». This word can be found also in Tatar dialects 
in the form uS «memory»,n and among the meanings of Chuvash äi in the dic-
tionary of Sirotkin «um, pamjatj» is equally mentioned as, of course, in 
Ashmarin's Thesaurus. There is also a word in Ktt-forl oá with the meaning 
«the heart, the centre of a tree trunk, branch or horn». Though Räsänen has 
connected this word with Turkish i i in his Etymological Dictionary0 this is 
highly improbable. Radlov's u i quoted from the Codex Cvmanxeus with the 
meaning «das Gedäohtniss, die Gelehrigkeit, geistige Fähigkeit eto.» has to be 
corrected to ua < PT Hz, but his etymology of Tatar vi deriving it frbm the 
quoted Peràian word seems to me valid.'* Thus the labial variants pertain to 
« Bulgaro-Taehuwoachica: VAJb X X X I (1969), pp. 3Q1-303. 
"0 nekotorych butgarakieh tpigrafiSeakich pamjatnikach: Êpigr. Vost. VII (1963), 
p. 28, see'also Bulatov, Êpigr. Vost. XVI (1963), p. 60 with the translation <v naialet. 
" Cf. Ashmarin, Thesaurus, IV, p. 80, it, Ü, Faasonen, Oeuvae Szójegyzék, Spassk 
dialect Hi. 
"OLZ 66 (1971), ool. 339; 
M Tatar telenet/ dialektotogik eilzlege (Kazan 1969), p. 469 equated with Tatar is 
and the Persian origin indicated. 
u Vereuch, p. 366. 
'*Opyt, col. 1772. 
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another word and we have to do. with da, öi1 and ¿8*and this latter has in the 
Viryal dialect, also a form Si. There are special conditions under which FT 6 
could become i in Chuvash. This occurred mainly before consonants, as e.g. 
véir «end» « PT ü£ not ü£ I) but viSleke «peaked» ~ dial, vSileke, dita «where» 
~ dial, dita, ita. The suffix of the so called purposive is in Chuvash -idn/iBn 
from FT üíün perhaps through a form ülne. To the Turkish reciprocal suffix 
•i corresponds in Chuvash i, but in Mongolian -Ka/lSe. Though -IS- gives regu-
larity -i- in Chuvash it seems to me very improbable that this, very common 
suffix was borrowed from Tatar. In some words i has been preserved as in 
burai- «to reconcile oneself». On -mini > mSisee below pp. ± . Thus we have a 
few cases where 6 became i in suffixes, postpositions, mainly in clusters with 
another .consonant. So it is not quite impossible that here we have a special 
development iine > line > Sine ~ dine. 
e£i f I (:7) «was». This word occurs sixteen times (cf. EB, p. 151) as ¿Á 
eti and twice as eii, ónce in an inscription of Atrjasi, 1323 {EB No. 8) and once 
in an inscription of Niime Yaki, 1340 (EB No. 30). I t corresponds to OT erti, 
the past tense third person form. In the inscriptions written in the literary 
language we find always irdi. The -r- is going to disappear already in the OT 
texts and is absent in this word in many modern Turkish languages. In Tatar 
the -r- haa also disappeared: ah ide «it was white»,yuk ide «it was not»: ide < 
*erdi. Or in the form isÜ cf. vi mine kilrde isü hole bailiy «he only looks at me 
and begins to smile» < *irsd < *erad. In Chuvash only remnants can be found 
from the now obsolate verb as iméi «seemingly, as it would be», ikken «to be 
seen, to appear somewhere» cf. vdl unta. ikken «he appears there», val vltarid 
ikkenne purte piléiit «that he is a deceiver everybody knows, lit. about his 
being a deceiver everybody knows.» Here ikkene is used in the sense, «about the 
being» < *erken. While the -r- is disappearing in most of the Turkish languages; 
but other verbs ending in -r- preserve their final -r-, in Chuvash there exist ten 
such verbs ending in -r which drop their final -r in a similar way. On the suffix 
ti > ¿i see below. Cf. PT erti, Chuvash i- and the suffix -íé, Tatar i- and the 
suffix -di. 
Jerimsen *(:7) «the river Öerimsan». At first sight this river name 
could be identified with the name of the CeremSan already figuring in the work 
of Ibn Fadlan, who, according to the manuscript of Meshed, has the form » 84 
. ' W i t h dot beneath ra and three dots benpath ein. 
44 This river name has been identified by Z. V. Togan (Ibn FadUin'a Reiaebericht: 
AbhuniUuwjen /tir die Kunde dea Morgenlaridea XXTVx 3, Leipzig 1939, p . 37), I . J . Kru i -
kovukij (PuteSeatvija Ibn Fadlana na Volgu, M—L. 1939, Kniga Achmeda Ibn Fadlana o 
egoputelestvii na Volgu v 921 — 922 g., Charkov l956) and K: Czeglédy (Magna Hungarian 
Századok LXXVII [1943], p . 306). I quote the Meshed MS according to a photography 
made by Professor Ligeti and published by K. Czeglédy in facsimile (cf. Zur meacheder 
Handachrift von Ibn Fadlan'a Reiaebericht: AÓH I , 1961, pp. 217 — 260), The actual word 
occurs on fol. 203b lino 3. Togan suggested (op. cit., p . 37) t ha t this river name has to be 
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The three dots beneath the letter «in exclude, however; the reading GerimSanor 
GervmSen. In the Riaala tawarih Bulyariya written by Saraf-ud-din ibn Hisam-
ud-din al-BulYari55 three river-names occur: GeremSan ¿>11^ ,-, Sarmaaan and 
Qarmasan. The former is the Ceremfian the second two are located in the terri-
tory of the Bashkirs, because it is said in the work that several Bashkir persons 
came from the valleys of the Saramsan and Qarammn to Bolgari to learn the 
teachings of Islam. These rivers flow into the Bjelaja and are called by the 
present Bashkirs S&rm&s&n and Qarmasan. The initial a- in present Bashkir 
goes back to an earlier £- thus Bashkir S&rm&s&n corresponds to an earlier 
Germasan or Geremsan. The river is called by the Tatars and the Russians now-
a-dayB Germasan. In the dictionary of Ashmarin we find a series of river names: 
Sar&m, &ardmsam, /Sardmaan, Sardmsem, J§ardmsenjland Sardinian, iSarrnddan. 
All this river names are indentified with the GeremSan but this is surely a lexi-
cographical enor. The first five denote the river Gerimsen and only the second 
two the river GeremSan. In toponyms Chuvash d is the regular correspondence 
to Tatar S.u The word for «ravine, valley of a brook» is in Chuvash Mrma < PT 
yarma from the verb ydr- «to split». Already Egorov called the attention to 
the fact47 that in the territory of the former Kazan Province there are many 
toponyms ending in -Sirma as OrimSirma, JkSirma, KaraSirma, JauSirma. 
The last one seems to be identical with the hitherto unidentified JauSir of Ibn 
Fadlan. Jusupov gives also the variant ./<mi»ma.MThe relation 'of JauSir and 
conneoted with the ethnical name of the Cheremis- and formed with an Iranian plural 
suffix. This is hardly acceptable. The ending -ion occurs in a series of other river names, and 
the use of an ethnic name for a river is unusual in the region. 
u On this important source see Usmanov, Tatarakie iatoriieakie iatolniki XVII — 
XVIIÏ w., Kazanj 1972. I t is very difficult to decide the questions raised because none 
of the many extant MSS has been hitherto published. I quote an excerpt published by 
Veljjaminov-Zernov (Pamjatnik a arabo-tatarekoj nadpiajju v Boikirii: Zapiski Arch. Obéi. 
XII I [1869], pp. 267 —284, see also Berezin, Bulgar na Volga: U6. Zdpiaki Kazanak. Univ. 
I l l (1862), pp. . 144-46 , 168. 
" T a t a r had no palatalized i (a sound actually near S) and substituted i- for 
Chuvash i. This is the case in many Chuvash loanwords in Tatar see e.g. Tatdial Simran, 
Somrcm «suslik» ->- *éumran -c P T yumran > Tat yomran. The present Chuvash yimran 
is a Tatar loanword, Tatar jomiri «Sererauha» -—.'éumîri -e PT yumïrt -e Chuv êémért etc. 
"Êtim. elov., p . 226. 
u Jusupov, Vvedenie, p. 76. I t is impossible to agree with Kovalevskij (Ôuvaii » 
bulgary po dannym Achmeda Ibn-Fadiana, Cebokaary 1954, p. 14) that the form occurring 
only once as jâûMn has to be reconstructed as jauiiz referring thus to a -z varian t of the 
river name JauSir. This and the frequently quoted Suvaz instead of Suvar are Bimply 
errors of the copyist. In oase of Chuvash éïr the etymology (PT yâr clift» cf. Kââyarl 
yâr «the vertically eroded bank of a river» Russian jar «krutoj bereg, boljâoj glubokij 
ovrag etc.» cf. Fasmer, Êtim. slov. IV, p. 669, see also Tatar yar) exludes the possibility 
of a variant with -z. Further river names ending in -eïrma are collected by Vasiner, Wôr-
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Jauiirma is clew if we keep in mind that Chuvash has beeide ¿irma «ovrag, 
гебка» also the shorter form Sir «obryv, krutoj bereg, jar, kraja ovraga, krutoj 
ovrag, po dnu kotorogo protekaet ru2ej».w From this we can conclude that the 
forms Sardinian, /Sarmaian i.e. the toponyms ending in -ian are the extant 
equivalents of the river name Ceremian flowing into the Volga while the forms 
ending in -ean are the Chuvash forms of the Cermasan flowing into the Bjelaja. 
The variants -ват, -sem, -sen are most probably forms developed under the 
influence of the Chuvash plural suffix -aan/sen. The relationship between the 
two river names remains an open question. I t haa to be borne in mind that 
¿r^j. is located by Ibn Fadlan in the territory of the Bashkirs who later wan-
dered northward. Taking into consideration all these facts I suppose that the 
river Cerwuen in our inscription denotes the river Germaean. Elyas went to 
this far river and died there perhaps in a battle.'0 
Hvne ~oy~ (:8) «to its water (with the Dative suffix of the possessive decli-
nation)». The word for water in ОТ was eHv or the like. The Chuvash form 
Ле ~ itt has been for a long time enigmatic. The Bashkir form hiu < siu 
shows clearly that this Chuvash form goes back to an earlier *siu. In fact this 
form is attested aa early as the 8th century. To the Notitae Episcopatuum com-
posed between 733—746 an anonymous scholiast added some explanations. 
A river name ¿ogdtriov figures in this text the meaning of which is given ae 
*(iaiQov veqiv black water». Moravcsik read this as Kara-ви11 but Professor 
LigetiM — referring to the Chuvash form — proposed to read either Kara 
terbuch der rueeischen Gewässernamen, IV (1968), pp . 276—276, Nachtrag 1973, pp . 186— 
187. Beside KaraKrma quoted by Jusupov we find Karaior (Perm), Karaiur (Vjatka) 
with the Finno-Ugrian ending -htr. 
** Further derivatives are Kran «obryv, jar , otkos; bereg», Hrlan dial. Hrlan «kru-
t o j bereg, obryv; obmoina, ovrag obrazovavfiiesja o t razliva vody». 
•• Ceremian is a very common river name in the Volga-Kama region. In the mate-
rial collected by Vasmer we find several river names pertaining here (see Wörterbuch). 
Beside the well-known Bolioj and Malyj Ceremian we find several river names which have 
the same origin. Two are in the former Kazan Province {Geremian, Öeremianka), seven 
in the former Perm Province (three Öeremiankaa, one Geremia, one Öermoa also Öermaa, 
öjormoz, one Germoda, one Sermeyka also Sermyait, Sermyaik, Sermyaitka, Sermyayka), 
two in the former Samara Qouvemment (Öeremianka) one in the former Vja tka Provinoe 
(öeremianka) and three in the former U f a Province (Sarmai, Sarmada, Sarmae) the four th 
is the already quoted Saramaan. The Russian suffix -ka is late and secondary, joining many 
river names of non-Russian origin in this region (see V. F . BaraSkov, Nazvanija vodnych 
istoOnikov Uljjanovakoj obloati: Onomaatika Povoltjja I I , Gorkij 1971, p. 201). F rom the 
structure of these variants we can conclude tha t the second par t denotes «water» cf. 
Serm. yaik or Germ. oda. The geographical distribution of the river name shows tha t it is of 
pre-Turkish origin. I have no place to go into details höre, I would only stress the fac t tha t 
the form quoted as Saramaan ~ Gerimaan is the only one having -sail as its final syllable. 
" Gy. Moravcsik, ByzantinoturcicaBerlin 1968, I , p . 465. 
«Rev iew on Byzantinoturcica*-. AOH X (1960), pp. 306—307. 
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Su or Kara Su referring to the fact that ai sometimes renders Turkish S. On the 
basis of Bashkir hiu Chuvash Siv and the Siw of our inscription I would prefer 
Kara Siu. Since this river can be .located to the Crimean peninsula the word is 
remnant from a language spoken in the 8th century, in the Khazar Khaganate.83 
On -ne see below. Cf. PT sQv, Chuvash Siv, Tatar su. 
barsa I f J j , *(:8) «having gone». The dot under r& ensures the reading with 
-r- of the word which Jusupov translated as «utonuv» supposing here the verb 
bat- (Tatar bat-, Chuvash put-). In this case we would have -Ja.'. Cf. PT bar-, 
Chuvash Anatri pir-, Viryal pur-, Tatar bar-.** 
velti ¿J *(:8) «died».This word iB the VB equivalent of PT ol- «to die». 
Though the present Chuvash form of this word is vil-, its transitive form is 
viler- «to kill». Cf. PT 61-, Chuvash vil-, Tatar Hi-. 
Remarks on the morphology 
-i «possessive suffix of the third person» cf. awli (:2,3), belilwi (:3), ayxi 
(:7). As is known this suffix iB in Turkish V si and C + t, but in Chuvash 
we find another distribution. After consonantal word final -i, after words 
ending with non-reduced vowels -i, in case of reduced vowels also -i, but if the 
original word had a short consonant before the reduced vowel, this consonant 
became geminated. In words ending in', -ulU we meet with -dvg, -gvi:\ ival > 
ivdlS, «his/her son», laSa > laSi «his/her horse», pula > pulli «his/her fish», 
and Siru > iirdvl «his/her letter». All these suffixes go back to *i which 
preserved its front-vocalic character also in back-vocalio words. This can be 
Been also in back-vooalio words ending in -t, where the -ti became -66 as e.g. in 
yat «name» > yaiS «his/her name». The old suffix si has been preserved only 
in some words pertaining to kinship terminology as appa «elder sister» > 
appdiS «his/her elder sister», ama «mother» > amdSe «his/her mother», k(rU 
«son-in-law, the husband of the younger sister or any younger female relative» 
> kSrilSi. This latter oase shows that the -si > Si suffix had no honorific func-
In the Khazar Kaghanate — as in all other Turkish tribal confederacies — many 
languages, among them several Turkish languages were spoken. There can be no doubt 
that one of the languages has been of the Onogur-Bulgarian type. I t is another question 
which Onogur-Bulgarian dialects were among them. There has been a lively discussion of 
the languages spoken in the Khazar Khaghanate on which I cannot comment here. 
•With dot beneath r<J. 
84 In some late inscriptions the cause of the death is sometimes given, e.g. 1382 
(Jusupov, Vvedenie No. 44) . . .Sahid (boldi) «became martyr», 1491 (op.cii. No. 63): 
tarty eekiz yiiz tBqsSn iftidS Sa'ban ayning on bPffnji ¿tin erdi kim TCget (ibn) mawln S^d 
Ahmad y'g'rmi u6 betfnde (euydl) tSiSp «(According to the) tarIj in 697 16th day of the 
month ia'bdn was, thatTiigel (J: T&v&kkel) son of the mawla Sayid Ahmad in his twenty-
third (year) in (water) having fallen». The expression la/irqolinditi Sahid boldi «from the 




tion as it has been supposed.65 I t has also been preserved in some rare expres-
sions as purtd tMlii/türteái «the back of the áxe», aid türtgáé «the back of the 
hand» (ASm. XIV, p. 220). We find the FT -si also in the nominalized forms of 
the numerals, e.g.itydz éitiiél «the seventh day of the lunar month» and as the 
distributive form of the numerals e.g. iklcé&i «two of them», which functions 
also as nominal stem- The VB inscriptions show practically the same distribu-
tion as we have in present-day Chuvash, i.e. the -* suffix has been generalized 
after all word-finals. In Tatar the old Turkish syetem has been preserved: 
С + (/? Mid V 4- silae, (however after the -u of the infinitive we find -i e.g. 
baliknit} totUui «the catching of the fish»). For these ressone everywhere I have 
reconstructed front vocalic -i in the inscriptions. 
-a «suffix of the Dative case» cf. tdrix-a (:5). In most instances the fatha 
on the A ie not written or illegible (cf. E B p. 155), but in some cases it is clearly 
visible (cf. £ £ N o s 8 : 5 , 1 2 : 5, 18 : 7, 22 : 6, 43 : 5) as in our inscription. Prit-
sak has dealt wjth these readings,** and has correctly stated that we have to 
read here tarix-a, which he translated «im Datum» and referred to the parallel 
literary form tdrxx-qa. To this I would add hifrat-qa of an inscription of 1328, 
which wae misread (though with question mark) by Jusupov as hvjrat-da 
(Vvedenie No. 22). This usage of the Dative case is very old cf. ol odkü «at this 
time» (Kül Tegin E 21), qon yil-qa «in the sheep year» (ibid, NE 1), bir y'il-qa 
tort yoli sürjüsdüm «I fought four times in a year» (Bilge Kagan E 30). The use 
of the Dative case, however, calls for some explanation. In present-day Chuvash 
the Locative -ta/ra/ie serves for such purposes. Pritsak himself cites 188p 
foilta «in 1880». Benzing also cites this function of the Locative case: par 
¿und váxdtra «in der Zeit ala es hagelte».'7 Beside this Benzing mentions that 
the Dative case (which converged with the Accusative), figures in some expres-
sion denoting time: yara-lcuna «den gahzen Tag», кёёёгхi éёге «diese Nacht/ 
in der diesnachtigen Nacht)» and adds that the Dative case expresses the time 
when an action takes place: mayan pérreméi kunne «am 1. Mai», кёг kunne 
«im Herbst» etc.88 In present-day Chuvash the Dative casé denotes the time 
span during which an action ocourred, i.e. the duration of an action: vutd 
pgr uydxa éitet «the combustible is enough for one month», vésem kunta рёг-ik 
ernelixe anSax kilne «they came here only for one or two weeks», kanaSlu viáe 
кипа pirot «the gathering lasts three days'». Thus уага кипа menas «wahrend 
des ganzen Tages; v teíenie vsego dnja», mayan рёггетёё kunne «during the 
" T h i s hypothesis put forward by O. Pri tsak (Studia Altaica, Wiesbaden 1967, pp : 
140—143) haa been rejected by G. Doerfer (OLZ 66, 1971, col 337). More on the suffix 
see J . Benzing, Tachuwaschische Forschungen I , Das Poaeessivauffix der dritten Person: 
ZDMQ 94 (1940), pp. 251 — 267. 
« UAJb X X X I (1959), pp . 290-291 . 
«' Tschuwoschische Forschungen IV, Die Kaaua: ZDMQ 96 (1942), p . 438. 
« Op.cit., p . 436. 
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whole day of let of May» eto. A similar function of tti» Dative case can be ob-
served also in Tatar: ber yelga fitàrlek «it is enough for one year». The Dative 
suffix -a figures also in other expressions in the VB inscriptions: fâni dunyâ-
rân bàqï afaircU-a «from this world to the other regaining (he went)» (of. EB 
p. 158). In five inscriptions we fmd fal-a (EB Nos 5 :8, 6 : 8, 22 : 7, 42 : 5, 
49 : 7) and in one case k&wen-e (23 : 5). According to these faots I would dis-
tinguish between the durative and the momentaneous temporal functions, the 
first being expressed by the Dative, the second by the Locative. I t is clear that 
the shorter the period the more the semantical function of the two converge. 
Pritsak's translation «im Datum» is based on the Arabic equivalent fi tarifa 
jl 'J. If we keep in mind that the suffix -a here denotes duration, his transla-
tion seems to me somewhat loose. The concept behind the use of the'Dative 
case in tarix-a is that the death happened during the «historical time», i.e. the 
date is according to Hegira, and for these reasons I would prefer Jusupov's 
translation «po letoëisleniju», i.é. «according to thé tarifa, during the tarifa» 
or «in the course of history». One of the.most important pecularities of the VB 
inscriptions is that we never find -qa/ya only -a. On this see further below. 
-ne «thesuffix of the Dative case of the possessive] decension», cf. Une (:7), 
éïvne (:8). While the suffix of the Dative case was -qa in PT, in OT we find a 
development which was certainly secondary. After vowels it remained -qa, 
but in the possessive form of the third person the final -» and the voiced form 
-ya merged into -tja, while after other consonantal finals of the possessive 
declension the voiced -ya dropped its -y-. In the Oghuz languages this develop-
ment went further and the -ylg- was dropped in all cases, while e.g. in the Kip-
chak languages y/q and g/k resp. have been preserved. In Chuvash we find a 
quite different development. After vocalic word-finals there is always -n + a, 
while after consonantal word-finals -a irrespective of whether the stem is a bare 
root or has a possessive suffix: ëne-ne «to the cow», tina-rui «to the calf», iv&lne 
< *ivàlëne «to his son», xlrne < •xêréne «to his daughter», where in the latter 
two cases the late dropping of the final S before the suffix is demonstrable 
from the front vocalic character of -e in back vocalic words. On the other hand 
we have vdrman-a «to the forest», tinëé-e «to the sea», ivdlam-a «to my son» 
and xërëm-e «to my daughter». The development was the following: 
Word-final V o c a l i c C o n s o n a n t a l 
root posa, suffix 
3P -»'/-»» 
root possessive suffix 
all other persons 
PT -qa . . -n +.qa -qa -qa > -ya 
OT -qa -t]a -qa -a 
Tatar . -ya -rut -ylqa -a 
Oghuz -(y)a -na -(y)a -(y)a 
Chuvash -na -a 
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To this I would add that in the Viryai dialects the -»- ia disappearing: lit. 
xdta-na ~ Viryai xöda-ya, lit. puldna ~ Viryai polla, lit. taridna~ Viryai 
tarda. The final type with -u/ü is in the Anatri dialect and the literary language 
-gve, -&va while in some Viryai dialects Aye and uya: lit. kStive <~ Viryai kédüye. 
In the dialects West of Morgaufi the suffix is only back vocalio, e.g. tneya. 
This is a very arohaio feature pointing to the original baok vocalio quality of 
the suffix which can bee seen also in the declension of the personal pronouns.** 
Thus we can see that the development of the suffix of the Dative ease was 
determined by the word final. This has some implications for the interpretation 
of our inscription. In the ease of One we have a secondary form where the vowel 
of the medial'syllable was dropped as in ivdlne < ivdJéne. On the other hand, 
although all words ending in final consonants have -a, the word éiv gets -na 
of. Attn Sivne damaskdn évid viire kirli már «to scoop out the water (here in the 
function of Accusative) of the Volga all the buckets of the world are not enough* 
This points to the (semi)vocalio character of the final -v [y] of ¿ft), and this had 
to be the case also in our inscription. 
As is known the Dative oase has converged with the Accusative in present-
day Chuvash. Since the Accusative does not occur in our inscription, I would 
only like to mention one fact. From the extant suffixes of the Accusative 
-y, -», -ni only -y could converge with the Dative: kma-y «the calf (Acc.)» 
has resulted in Una as e.g. larlay «serp* in Aurla. Taking into account the pho-
netic developments reflected by the inscriptions we have to suppose that the 
•qV > -yV of the Dative and the -Vy of the Aoousative converged already in 
the time of the VB inscriptions. 
-Si «ordinal Buffix» of. aUUi (:fl). The ordinal suffix of the VB inscriptions 
has been discussed many times. Ashmarin saw in the Chuvash ordinal suffix 
•máS/mBi a compound form consisting of the primary -m (see vidém tun «after 
to-morrow, the third day») and the old possessiv suffix of the third person 
-si > -is, -№, -iáé, -di, -ti.n Later discussing the form fiyerminái «twentieth* 
and ikinii «second» of the VB inscriptions together with those ending in -m 
as biyelim «fifth», tüwetim «fourth* he maintained his earlier view" and assumed 
that the two kinds of the ordinal suffix are due to dialectal differences (meatnye 
govory). Benzing devoted a special paper" to the origin of the Chuvash ordinal 
suffix. He suggested that the two kinds of ordinal suffixes pertain to different 
dialects (Mundarten verschiedener Stdmme). Accepting that -i in -méi is the 
possessive suffix of the third person, and leaving the question open whether 
" See M. Rfleftnen, McUerialen zur Morphologic der türkiechen Sprachen: SO XXI 
(1969), p. 14 with farther literature. i 
" Materialy dlja iaaledovanija ¿uvaiakago jazyta (Kazanj 1898), pp. 181—182. 
" Bolgtiry i Őuvaii, Kazanj 1902, p. 91. 1 
" Techuwaschieche Forschungen V. Die OrtUnalzahlen und ein iraniac/tea Suffix tu 
ihrer Bildung-. ZDMO 104 (1954), pp. 386-390. 
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ilcinSi goes back to an earlier *ikiniSi or *ikiniai, he tried to find an etymology 
for the suffixr-m. Referring to the. fact that this -m- is present also in some 
Turkmen dialects (ikiminfi, d&rdiminfi), he connected the -m with the Iranian 
ordinal suffix (cf. Pèrsian aevrom «third») and saw in this a trace of old Turkish-
Iranian contacts. The Iranian suffix has also been mentioned by Chuvash 
authors.13 Pritsak has called the attention to the fact that sometimes a kéara 
can be seen beneath the consonant preceding the -m therefore it has to be read 
-im which he interprets as [-fen]. Pritsak finds in the inscriptions a mixed usé 
of the ordinal suffix (Vermischung der Ord. [inaiySuffixey* and distinguishes 
six groups: 1. -im, 2. -n6, 3. -nii 4. -ni, 5. -nit, 6. -i. According to him the form 
^ (quoted after Malov: EV 1947, p. 42) is nothing else than thé form bel S 
with the elision of -I-.1* The inscription in question has been quoted by Malov 
according to Mar jani's transcription and the reading is surely wrong. The words 
written there as J ? ' * - have to read either as or perhaps j. '-^ ». 
as in EB 11 : 8, 12 : 6, 49 : 6. N. A. Andreev distinguished78 four groups 1. The 
date is without any suffix, 2. the ordinal suffix is -m, 3. the ordinal suffix is -i, 
4. the ordinal suffix is -ni. Andreev's conclusion is that the inscriptions contain 
all elements of the present Chuvash suffixes -mlS, -m and - i (the nominal char-
acter of the latter is correctly stated by him) and therefore: «V bolgarskom 
jazyke do razvitija v nem kipôaksko-tatarskogo riasloenija formy ôisliteljnych 
byli schodny s ôisliteljnymi sovremennogo ôuvaàskogo jazyka». Jusupov77 inter-
prets -m as a dialectal variant in the Bulgar language (sleduet ob"jaan\tj dialek-
taljnom javleniem v bulgaralcom jazyke) while for -ni and -i he quotes several 
toponyms of Tataria where i corresponds to i . Fedotov,78 while accepting And-
reev's views, adds that the ordinal suffix in Cheremis -ïmio, -Si and Votjak 
-mo8 are of Bulgarian origin. In a recent paper, Hakimzjanov who does n° t 
specifically deal with the ordinal suffix, accepts' Ashmarin's views on the 
dialeotal differences within the VB language and corrects to ^u, i.e. belif 
to belinj and contrasting this form with btyelim and beS, b i i t h i n k s to 
" Materialy po grammatike sovremennogo Suvaiskogo jazyka, 1967, p. 114 in a chap-
ter written by N. A. Andreev. 
u Die bulgarische Fiirstenliste.p. 45. 
" Op.cit., p . 59. > 
Cuvaiskie porjadkovye tisliteljnye v sraimenii a porjadkovymi ¿isliteljnymi but-
garakich namogiljnych nadpitej: VSenye Zapiski, Cebokaary X I V (1956), pp . 236—245. 
" Vvedenie, pp. 71—76. 
n Istoriieskie svjazi Huvaiskogo jazyka a voliskimi i permskimi finno-ugorskimi jazy-
kami (Ceboksary 1968), p . 44, see also Istoriieskie'svjazi Suvaiskogo jazyka s jazykami 
ugro-finnov Povolijja i Permi (Ceboksary 1965), p . 40. The Chuvash origin of the Cheremis 
ordinal suffix has been suggested by 0 . Beke, A cseremisz sorszâmnévkêpzôrôl [On the 
Cheremis ordinal suffix]: NyK XLIV (1916—1917), pp . 4 7 4 - 4 7 7 , and Zur geschichte der 
finnisch-ugrischen s-laute: FUF X X I I (1934), p. 120. 
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:have corroborated his opinion on the dialectal differences within the VB 
•dialects." 
I t has escaped the attention of those who clamed to have found dialectal 
.differences in the various suffixes that some facts contradict this assumption. 
The first is that the two suffixes occur in one and the same inscription: alt'iSi 
and biyelem (1355, EB 40: 7,8). I t is true that these cases are rare but it is self-
-evident from the structure of the inscriptions that t^ro ordinal suffixes are rare 
in one and the same inscription ..The rarity of such oases is also due to a second 
fact which has been hitherto neglected: the various suffixes are always bound 
to one and the same group of numerals, 
PT 
Oroup' I ' 





bir- [Mr-] L. 8 0 
2." eki- eki-
«¿Г- veS- . 3." 
tôrt- tilwet- 4 83 
bêi biyel- 5.M -
В . М aîtï- ahï-
7.M yêti- fiyeti-
sâkiz- [SAX.TR-] 8.« 
toquz- [toxur-] В.88 
ôn- vân-, van- 10.w 
20.*° yigirmi- fiyermi-
50." olig- aJtt-
n Sledy dialcktov v jazyke panyatnikov Vvllekoj Bulgarii: Sovetskaja Tjurkologija 
1974: 4, p. 30. 
•o On the inscription of Niftiie Jaki , 1340 (EB 39 : 6) I read Ь'И/' following JUBU-
pov'e reading (Vvedcnie No. 47). I have now a very good squeeze of this inscription an<l 
ЬМ/' has to be corrected to bPl]1 and b'ru (line 3) into W'm. Independently of this fac t 
the inscriptions of Niinie Jaki are of special interest. They contain many «irregularities» 
and point to a special dialeot and orthographical usage. I obtained some hitherto unpublish-
ed inscriptions from the ваше cemetery and prepare to publish a separate paper on the 
résulte of their study. Thus we have no authentical da ta for the ordinal «first». In accord-
ance to thé Turkish usage we expect however a word like Turkish ilk «first», on which s»o 
later. 
" ek% cf. ЕВ p. 161. 
. " vePm of. EB p. 150. 
.. «Antrim,'of. SB p. 166. 
M biyêlim cf.' ЕВ p. 160. ther biyelem 
aaUU, alim, cf. EB p. 149. 
jiyStii, cf. EB p, 163. ! , 
" T h i s form is quoted after ASmarin, Èolgary » ¿uvaii, p. 88, there яПМп kPwen. 
œ See Bolgary i èuvaéi, p. 87: fjiVm (jâl). 
* wânim, cf. ЕВ p. 168. 
"> jiyërmiUi), cf. EB. p. 163. 
81 In an unpublished inscription: Ufié. 
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If we try to find the difference between the two uroups first we have to decide 
whether to start from the PT or the VB form*. There is only one difference 
between the two groups and this is that the numerals pertaining to the first 
group end in final consonants and those of the second in a vowel.92 Since dlig 
belongs to the second group it is clear that this distribution emerged only after 
the loss of -g of dlig and we can only start from the VB forms. Thus we can 
find a distribution -C + m and V + i(i). There seems to be only one exception. 
In the inscriptions we find a word written ^ L . This word first occurred in an 
inscription published by Fejzchanov," where he read and transcribed 
ilcinfi «second». This reading has been accepted by Ashmarin,8* but later cor-
rectly read as by Pritsak88 and Jusupov,8 ' who transcribed it as belifi and 
translated it as «fifth». The word occurs in four other inscriptions and the read-
ing belifi has been generally accepted.87 There are, however, some difficulties 
hitherto overlooked. In the case «fifth» we would have a numeral with two 
different ordinal forms: biyelem and belifi, the only case where such a doublet 
would exist. The second difficulty is more serious. The word occurs only 
alter the word ayfai «month» and before the word kilwen «day» but is never 
denotating «year». The word biyelem occurs in both cases (the month is always 
given witli its Arabic name).88 The third difficulty is that if belifi has to be read 
and its meaning were «fifth», this would be the only case having the ordinal 
suffix form -fi,w -m or -S(i) occurring in all other cases. Standing invariably 
before the word Mwen «day» one would be inclined to suppose that we have to 
do here with a name of a day. This tempting idea, however, has to be abandoned. 
M Other possible causes such as lubiol-iilabial vocalism or mono-disyllabic struc-
ture of the root have to be excluded. 
" Tri nadgrobnych bulgarskicli ntidpisi: Izveslija Imp. Arch. ObSS. IV (1863), col. 401. 
M Bolgary i (itvaH, p. 90. 
M Die bulgariache f'iirstmliste, p. 69 quoting Molov who read on a drawing mode by 
V. N. Abramov-Irevli from the original in the village Demkino: ^J-i i.e. belinf: «fifth». 
On the drawing reproduced by Malov wo find a clearly written see Bulgaro-Tachuva-
ttchica, p. 310. 
"G. Jusupov—G. Chisainutdinov, Bulgarakie Spigrafi£eakie pamjatniki, najden-
nye letom 1947: Spigr. V.ost. IV (1951), p. 70, Vvalenie Nos 3, 16, 24, 31. In 3 : 4 Jusupov 
read belinf, but -n- is not there, the same word is notixl by Jusupov without -n- in other 
casos.' 
" See EB, p. 150, further some non-autlienticully odited inscriptions as KB Nos 
III , XX, XXIII . In EB I also lead bHifi. 
•»E.g. EB 8: fiyeti fQr jirem biyelem Jul «725th yoar/H», EB 23 : 5 tvan biyelim 
Iciiwen «the 15th day», EB 40 : 8 biyelem kilwen «6th day» (misread by mo as melem, but 
corrected after obtaining better photos). 
w The example for -nil quoted by Pritsak in Die bulg. Furstenliste, p. 5!) after 
Aelunarin is the same ikinfi which has been lator correctly road as jrJ. in the inscription 
first published by Koj/.ohannv, and quoted ulno by Pritsak as belifi in Bulyaro-I'schuwa-
schica, p. 'ill) 
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In the inscriptions we find a few oases where the names of a day occur. Such 
axe e.g- EB No. 2: tdrty-a alt* (/fir) txtyur w in cdtiSi Jal eti du-l-(h%jati) ayhi 
s&kir kilwSn irni kUioen eti «According to the tarty, six(hundred) ninety-sixth 
year was, Du-l-hiJJa month, eight(th)day, Friday was», EB No. I I : tdrty-a 
fiyeti Jflr w&n aitiii jdl mufraram ayhi fiyermi&i erni kUwen eti «Aocording to 
the tarty sevenhundred sixth year, Muharram month, twentieth, Friday was. 
EB 26: tdrty-a fiylti JQr &lU sdbir Jal du-l-qa' (dati) ayfti wan e&kir kUwen eti, 
Jiyiti kUwln e(ti) «Acoording to the tarty sevenhundred and fifty-eight(th) 
year, DH-l-qa'da month eighteen(th) day, seven(th) day (of the week) was.» 
In an inscription published without photo by Jusupov he reads:100 
tf 0 / vji J i } i t f 0»/ ••••¿i ¿1 JW c ^ j j * 
I t is hazardous to correct readings Without having access to the original; 
the inscription under scrutiny is a case in point. Nevertheless some of the 
readings are surely wrong.101 In the inscription three kinds of days are mention-
ed. The first is illegible but surely the ordinal number of the day of the month. 
The second is (if Jusupov's reading is correct) han ktlwen «blood day», a com-
mon name of Wednesday see,e.g. Chuvash yun kun, Tatar, Bashkir, Krimean 
tan kCn. The second is kiii erne kilwen «little Friday i.e. Thirsday» in Chuvash 
klinerni kun < k&Sen erni kun, ki&n adina in other Turkish languages, e.g. 
Tatar lcelatna < kele atna < kiSi adina.1:08 That means that after the word 
«month» the day of the month is given by the ordinal numeral and only then 
the day of the week, which usage is self evident, a «Wednesday of a month 
Muharram» is of eouroe impossible, they have been at least four Wednesdays. 
According to the structure of the date of the inscription has to be a day of 
the month. 
In the Turkish languages there is an expression denoting the first day of 
the lunar month, the new moonday: ay baii. I t ocoure — as has been pointed 
out by L. Bazin108 — in Hakass, Ozbek, New Uighur, Kirghiz, Kazak, Tatar, 
Kumyk, Oam an -Turkish, Azeri and Turkmen. To this I would add the Chuvash 
I " S p i f f . Vott. X X I (1972), p . 61 inscription of Tatarskie ToUdfi, 1348. 
»•» Instead of ¿1» I suggest ¿ U jiyeji, instead of jiiz fur, instead of t0huz ^ " r . 
Instead of y>jl I read ¿ j l erne. 
101 See A. N. Samojlovii, Nazvanie dnej u tureckich narodov: JafetUeskij Sbomik 
II (1923), pp. 106,110, B. Munk&osi, Die heidniaehen Namen der Wochentage bei den alien 
Vdlkern dea Wolgo-Uralgebietea: KOsA 11 (1926—1932), p. 44. The name «blood day» is 
also present as a caique in Moksha-Mordwin, Cheremis and Votyak. The Karatay-Mordwin 
kan-k'ian ia a loanword from Tatar. The expression «little Friday» as a caique can be found 
in Cheremis and Votyak, in Karatay-Morilwin iietna-tin is likewise a Tatar loan. Cf. 
further M. R.Fedotov, O nazvanijach dnej u fuvaiej: Ulenye Zapiaki, Ceboksary XXI 
(1982), pp. 247—248, V. D. Droitriev, K voproau o drevnem (uvoiakom I'calendare: 
Vienye Zapiaki, Ceboksary 47 (1969), p. 183 , 
101 Lea calendriers, p. 48. 
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form uyáx puái see e.g. uydx puáiníe Sük tund «On the first day of the month 
they offer a sacrifice».104 The original form of Chuvash pui «head» had been 
reconstructed by Ramstedt as bal6.10i This could be corroborated by Mongolian 
tarbalfi «sparrow bawk,.lit. (the bird) with bald head» ~ Turkish tazbai, and 
the fact that the duster -16- has developed in other cases regularity into -á-.loe 
Thus.e.g. SB No. 3 : 4—5 hifrat-rdn alti jíür tufaur wdnim fal Sa'ban ayfai bal(i 
IciXwen has to be translated as «According to the Hegira six hundred and nine-
tieth year, Sa'ban month, firet day». If this hypothesis is valid, we have to 
delete *belifi as «fifth» and the usage of the ordinal suffix is regular and un-
exceptional. There is no dialectal difference in this case and the rule -C + m 
and F + i(t) is working in all authentically edited inscriptions. 
I t ÍB very tempting to suppose that VB had two ordinal suffixes -m and 
-i and by a compensating process the Chuvash -mSa developed in a later period. 
There is, however, another possibility. The OT texts have the ordinal suffix 
-in6i (in case of eki even ekinti). But there are traces of threefold compound 
suffix -minii in the Turkish languages. In Kharakhanid we find -ilüníi 107< 
-*ininii < -*imin£i with assimilation and/or dissimilation of the two nasals. 
This form has been preserved by some Chagatay texts.108 In some Azeri dia-
lects10* we find the form -m¿i/im¿i < *imimli < *imin6i and this can be traced 
back to as early as the Babur-name110 where we find ikim6i(ai), ilSümíi(si), 
t0rtüm¿i(si), beSümii(ai), altim£i(ai), yetimli(ai) and sekizimíi(si). I t is of special 
interest that the connecting vowel is beS&m6i which is due to the analogy of 
""Ashmarin, Thesaurus, X, pp. 17 — 18, there v naiale mes juca. On the sacrifice 
on new-moon day see Mészáros Gy., A csuvas űsvaltás emlékei [The remnants of ancient 
Chuvas religion] I, (Budapest 1008), p. 114. 
104Ein.juhrv.ng in die altaische Sprachwissenschaft X: MSFOu 104 : 1 (1967), p. 
109; ball. For similar reconstructions see R&s&nen, Versuch, p. 64, Pritsak: UAJb 1964, 
p. 343. 
ÍM PT qH\jt wword» qili =- Chuv. xii (homophonous with xli «slay»), PT (¡16-
<to measure» a- Chuv vii-, PT belíen «onopordum acanthicum» > Chuv piien «tatamik». 
The disappearance can be observed very oarly because in Proto Permie we already find 
it reflecting one of the Middle Bulgarian dialects: P P kii «slay» — MB *xls -c gilí -= P T 
qllii. In some other words the traces of the -I- in the cluster -if- (which disappeared through 
-t>-) can-be even now observed, e.g. PT külíün «loan» (-» Hung, kölcsön) =- Chuv kivién• 
dial, kiéen (Ashm. VI, 247). 
l°» Cf. Yugnaki: törtüláníi ~ törtüené «fourth», Qutodyu Bilig: (kilüní, ikilánt 
«second», see Fundamenta I, p. 102. 
108 Abü'l úazl: beSiUlníi «fifth», yetilünfi «seventh», tokuzlanti «ninth», Nava'i, 
Mahbubu'l Quiiib, MS Istanbul, alt'ilanii «sixth«, s&kizl&nti «oighth», onlaníi «tentli», 
yigirmálüníi «twentieth» etc., cf. J. Eckmonn, Chagatay Manual, 1986, pp. 108 — 109, 
Fundamenta I, p. 149. 
J0? Nahíiuan MHSR-in liialekt ve éivalári, Baku 1962, p. 105: ikimíi, üíümíü, 
dördümíü, beáimíi, ultiméi ~ aÜimSi, yeddimíi, sfikkizimíi, dogguzumíi, onumüu ~ 
unumíi, ikirmimíi ~ irimfi. 
110 J. Eckmonn, Chagatay Manual, p. 109. 
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üíümii, törtümíi. In older Kumyk texts we find -m/i.u l In some Turkmen dia-
lects112 the original form -{i)min6i is preserved, and in Khalaj11 ' Doerfer found 
üóminíi, törtminéi, birminéi. We have thus to consider the possibility that 
Chuvash -méá is a direct continuation of an earlier -mini. The final -n£ resulted 
in Chuvash in -S, e.g. eavdS < PT sáviTiS in saváé kurki «laddie of joy», or 
xdruí(á) < FT qorguni «fear(ful)». To the development -mini > -mSS we can 
find a parallel in the verbal noun system of Chuvash. The concept of pretension 
is expressed in some Chuvash dialects by the suffix -Í8/&S (pul-), e.g. epé sivriá 
puldp «1 was pretending to sleep». The negative form has the suffix -miá/méá : 
pllméá pulaí tata I «Look, he is pretending not to know 1» In other dialects we 
find this suffix as -andi/enii and its negative form as -manái/menái : eaé iltmenii 
puí'«you pretend not to fear». The suffix goes back to the negatív marker 
-to- and the gerundial -on + ¿i( < SS + t), thus originally *-mAnii > dial 
méálmia ~ manM/menái (see Ashmarin, Moterioiy, p. 232). Similar development 
is known from the Tofalar language: -iá-ki < *-iné-ii114 in the ordinal suffix, 
or in the Yakut ordinal suffix -a < < *-ni. l u Thus the Chuvash ordinal 
suffix -mié can well be of great antiquity and a direct continuation of the 
earlier '-mint. But if -S of -mlS is a continuation of -nl than we have to put 
the question when did the -n6 > -i development occur? As we have seen in 
case of One such types of 6 > S development have been present already in VB. 
This means that the ordinal suffix -S of the VB inscriptions can also lie the 
-i of the -á < -ni development. The supposition that the VB ordinal suffix 
•Si is the possessive suffix -si is very implausible, in thiB case «his seven» und 
«the seventh» would have converged, contradicting the structure of the lan-
guage. I t is quite another question that the -i after the ordinal suffix is it pos-
sessive suffix, this is quite normal, and the suffixes -iné and -inéi show a similar 
distribution. There remains only one question. From an earlier -mini boeanie 
•C + m and -V -f S, why? I would leave this question ojmn for further investi-
gation. It is possible that in the cose of véí\imá the -i was dropped and in that 
of alti'\mS thé -ÍM-. The Cheremis -imá-o{-dmáS) corroborates the assumption 
of the existence of a form -imái. This latter is also backed by the evidonco tliut 
we frequently find -ii in the texts.114 
111 Utilizing óit™: uyni ckimjieindaya ili-im&sinda «on the second or third day of 
the month» from ail old Kumyk text. 
111 Cf. llon/.ing 104 (1964), p . 389: ikiminji, dördiminfi, altimiujji. 
" « 0 . Doorfur, Khalaj materials, 1971, p. 161. 
1,4 V. I . KtuiBuilin, Ftntelika i lekaika tu/alarakogo jazyka, Ulan Ude 1971, pp. 79—80. 
' " P . G. Isuhakov in: Isaledownija po travniteljnoj yrammatike tjurkakkh jazykov, 
II Morfologija, M 1956, pp. 193-194. ' ' 
1,0 I.e. S wilh the possessive suffix -t. The distribution O + m: V + i reminds us 
of the distribution of the suffix of the Accusative-Dative case O -f a and V -f- na. Tlio 
importance of the Au'slutit of tho root in the moiplionological proi:(«w.'H in Chuvush lias 
not yut been investigated. 
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' Sil-ti «suffix of (he simple past tense, third person» of. eii (:7), velti 
(:8). The suffix is present in Chuvash where it has the following distribution: 
l.n.r-f ii, after all other consonants and the vowels -ri also in back vocalic 
words. Binoe Chuvash -r- is the regular continuation of PT -d- (of. adaq > 
Chuvash ura «foot»), and -¿» goes baok to an earlier ~ti, we are confronted 
with the same distribution as in OT where "we find /, », r + ii, and in all 
other cases -di. It is important for the history of this suffix that the final vowel 
remained front vooalio in all esses. The -Ii > -£i development is relatively a 
late one117 which oan be seen from the fact that in the first person we find 
-t&m/r&m, in the second -t&n/r&n (reap, with -6 according to the vowel harmony). 
As I have pointed out above, the VB inscriptions show just an intermediate 
stage of this development, and in our inscriptions b°th forms occur. « 
• -aa «suffix of the coordinate convert)», cf. barea (:8). Its grammati-
cal funotion is similar to Turkish -ip, but its usage is more extended and re-
sembles that of Mongolian -iu. There is no direot parallel form to this suffix 
in other Turkish languages. Aboording to Fedotov,1*8 Poppe114 and others it is 
a special Chuvash form. Wiedemann,110 Wichmann,1*1 Ashmarin,m Egorovm 
thought it to be of Votyak or Permio origm. Other authors are inclined to see 
in it a correspondence either to the OT conditional -sa or to the gerundial 
-ear. I. P. Pavlov114 refers to the fact that its negative form is -maa&r, where 
-ma- is the suffix of the negativ stem and -adr is the same as -aa, only preserved 
its final -r and became reduced because of its unstressed position, and has noth-
ing to do with the privativ suffix -adr ~ PT -aiz. I agree with Pavlov's last 
statement but it remains unolear why the final -r- has been dropped. Priteak 
has also dealt with this suffix.19* In two inscriptions from Afiit he read kovdliiadr 
and thus thought to have corroborated his and others' opinion that this suffix 
" ' T h e Ii > A development is reflected also in Russian loanwords as e.g. goetinec 
«present» — Chuvash kuMenei, matica «girder» -» Chuvash matta. Before secondary i a 
or e the I » t development has not occurred of. Tatar diygez «sea» Chuv tinea ~ P T 
teijgix. 
lu Istoriieakie avjcui (uvaSakogo jazyka a voliakimi i permakimi finno-ugorakimi 
jazykami, Ceboksary 1968, p. 124. 
»* OAJ XVII I (1974), p . 147. 
1,6 F. J. Wiedeman, Qrammatik der Syrj&ni^chen Sprache mit Beriickgichtigung 
ihrer dialekte und dea Wotjakiachen, SPDg. 1884, pp . 178—179 where he only points to 
the similarity of Votyak, Cheremis and Chuvash. 
u l W. Wichmann, Die tachuwaachiachen Lehnworter in den permiachen Sprachen; 
MSFOu XXI (1903), p. 164. 
m N. I. Afimarin, Matericdy dlja izsledovanija iuvaiakogo jazyka, Kazanj 1898, 314. 
,M V. O. Egorov, Sovremennyj iuvaiskij liieraiumyj jazyk v eravniteljno-ietoriieskotn 
oaveXeniP, Ceboksary 1971, p. 110. 
MK voproau o proiacholdenii dvuch deepriiactnych a/fikaov v iuvatlakom jazyke: 
Vt. Zap. Ceboksary XIV (1968), pp. 246-267. 
>» Bolgaro-Tachuwaechica, pp. 275-283. 
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atill had its full form -aar/adr in VB. I have checked the places in question on 
reliable photos in Kazan and was able to find that the form is kfiwelfyd. The 
emphatio ^ has a similar final stroke as ra and presumably this was what misled 
Pritsak. The use of the emphatio fa in a frontvooalio word is irregular, but just 
in the two inscriptions in question we find parallel cases to this.13* The -If- is 
also irregular.-In other texts we find dunyd-rdn kofrtlwi while in this oase 
dunya-ran lcUwWjqd,... batuwi. Pritsak supposed that we have to do here with 
the OT verb k66- «to wander» with the reflexive suffix -I- k5£-il-; this beoame in 
VB k&v&B-li and with metathesis kdvdlii-. This seems to be guesswork. I think 
we have to suppose here a primary ktiweS- « PT koS- «to wander») ponting to 
a long -o- and the -/- is an anorganio sound which has been inserted for securing 
the affricate pronunciation of -i- before -ad, otherwise the affricate quality 
of -¿f would have been lost under the assimilative influenoe of -a-. In any case 
the suffix -sa/ad is clearly attested in VB and if it had earlier a final -r it has 
been already lost. The presence of this Buffix absent from any other Turkish 
languages shows the close connection between VB and Chuvash. 
Remarks on the phonology 
P T o > V B o 
PT short a is denoted in initial position by dlif with fatha (altiii, ayxi), in 
all other cases by fatha (tarih-a, barsa), The opinion expressed by Katanov1*7 
. that we have to read here according to Persian usage (na peraidakij lad) o, is a 
misunderstanding unfortunately followed by some later authors. VB had two 
kinds of a, a labial d and an illabial vowel. The former — ¿as Serebrennikov had 
rightly pointed out128 — can be found all over the Middle Volga area, so in 
Cheremis, Votyak, Tatar, Bashkir and Chuvash either at the present or at an 
earlier stage. The present Viryal o, Anatri v corresponding to Turkish a has 
surely developed through a phase d. The dlif and the fatffa could denote a labial 
d, but not an o, the latter being denoted by waw and/or damma. More problemat-
ical is the illabial counterpart of labial d. I postulate suoh a sound because of 
the following reasons: 
1. The sound a of Arabic and Persian words frequently developed in Chuvash 
not into o/u but i: Ar. mascara -*• Chuv. mislcara «ridicule», Ar bazna -» Chuv. 
xiana «treasury», Ar. frardj -* Chuv xirai «tax» eto. 
2. In such cases some Viryal dialects have not o or S but u, as e.g. muakarp (see 
See e.g. a name in the ASit inscription (EB, 26) written Twql'ar, j lU : / or in 
the other ASit inscription the name Tatar is written: (SB 26). 
U7 N. F. Katanov, Cuvaiskie elova v bolgarskich i tatarekich pamjatnikaeh, Kazanj 
1920. 
B. A. Serebrennikov: UAJb XXIX (1967), pp. 224-230. 
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above). In words in which PT a became i in Anatri, in Viryal we find u e.g.: 
PT bal > An J>il, Viryal jml «honey». In most of these cases Cheremis reflects 
u and not íí 
3. Original PT i became &/S, and this development has to be later than the a > i 
development, because otherwise the two sounds would have converged. 
4. Though t- became 6- before »/» in those cases where an i corresponds to OT a 
in Chuvash, this development never occurred: tila < talaq «hamp braker», 
timar < tamar «root», Una < tanag «witness» etc. 
5. In our text we find barsa in place of later Chuvash pirsa. These facts show 
that the PT a >Chuv » development did not reach the » stage in the VB 
period and is of a relatively late age. In apparent contradiction with this, in 
the OB loanwords of Hungarian we already find » > i: as in tinó «calf» (~tona), 
tiló «hemp-breaker» (see above), ír- «to write» (yaz-) etc. For this reason 
Németh13* and Gombocz130 supposed that the a > i development had already 
run its course before the 8th—9th centuries. On the other hand Doerfer sup-
posed that already in PT we had a and a.131 Neither of the two opinions are 
convincing. I t is true that in place of a of most Turkish languages, we find 
sometimes f in Tuva and Yakut, but in the overwhelming majority of the cases 
not in the same words as in Chuvash. Thus we have no ground for supposing 
that this sound had already existed in PT as an independent phoneme. The Hun-
garian correspondence is connected with the much debated question of the 
chronology of Hungarian labial d. If Hungarian had a labial d already in the 
time of OB—Hungarian contacts than the illabial á or S could be substituted 
by The Hungarian words of the type gyertya (derta) «candle» ~ OT farta, 
béka «frog» ~ OT baga had been interpreted by Gombocz as secondary Hunga-
rian dissimilation features a—a > e—a.132 I t is however equally possible 
that these -e- sounds unusual in Hungarian in back vocalic wordB is another 
substitution for dl§. The two sounds d and §(d) were only allophones in earlier 
times and their distribution varied in the Bulgarian dialects. This can be seen 
by Hungarian rfara~ Chuv. tira «grain» « tariy ~ taray) or Hung gyertya ~ 
Chuv Jurta. The -«- of. the Viryal dialects in front of the i in Anatri also corrob-
orate this fact. The a of barsa in our text shows that this illabial sound did not 
became i in the dialect and in the time of the VB inscriptions. See further PT 
6- below. 
PT a > VB a 
"» Németh Gy.: NyK XLII I (1914), pp. 290-291. 
""Die bubjarisch-türkinchen Lehnwörter in der ungariachen Sprache: MSFOu 
XXX (1912), pp. 139, 144. This opinion is commonly accepted and the Hungarian ety-
mological dictionary (A magyar nyelv történeti-etimológiai azótára) contains also recon-
structions based on this hypothesis. 
G. Doerfer: VAJb XL (1968), p. 244, Khalaj Materials, p. 161. 
BTLw, p. 143. 
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FT long d is rendered by a plene dlif in word medial position (Jal). There 
has been also a secondary long a in VB in the case of the initial 5 > vd (see 
wdn «ten»). The long d developed either through id into fo/fu or was shortened 
a > o/u. The presence of the -jf- can be traced in word-initial position and after 
<-, a-, x-. There are no traces in the VB inscriptions of the -j- of ja though in the 
case of -I- we find -lye-. 
P T e > V B e 
PT e had been preserved in VB (eli, belilxoi, iSne, Jerimaen, Hume) always 
denoted by fatfra with the exception of the word initial position where we find 
dlif and fatfaa. I t is certain that in VB we have to suppose an open d and a 
olosed e. The former became in Chuvash a, the latter i. This fully corresponds 
with the faots of Turkish language structure. However, it must be mentioned 
that Chuvash a < & and i < e do not occur always in the Bame distribution 
as in those sources and languages where the opposition & : e has been preserved. 
The existence of a closed e in VB can be corroborated by the fact that in the 
bilingual inscription of Sapkino*3* we find VB elti ¿Jf corresponding to literary 
ilii _j.ll, though here the klara is omitted but this same word is written with 
dlif and ya in another inscription as ilii ^i t .1 S 4 If olose e had became i already 
in VB, we would find keara and not fatfra. On the other hand if d had already 
become back vocalic a, we would find an emphatic consonant and qaf in such 
words as adkir, which is not the case. 
PT g > VB -iye-
Long PT 8 and short olose i converged in Chuvash cf. PT yeti > VB 
jfiyeti > Chuv ¿iit. In Tatar olose and open e, regardless of their original length, 
became ». This is not the oase in Chuvash, where long open & became a. 
PT i > V B i 
This sound had been preserved in VB; it iB denoted with dlif and koara in 
initial, and only with kaara in all other positions (tine, altiSi, ay hi, belOwi, 
eSi, velti, awli, fiyeti). 
P T i > V B f 
I t has to be left open whether f in Hume represents an original {, but this 
seems to me very improbable because f became d/S in Chuvash and in our case f 
has been preserved. If so, we have to exclude this word. Cf. aiti. 
PT ft > VB ft 
i 
Jusupov, Hpigr. Voet. XXI (1972), p. 63. 
lM Inscription of Bolgari, 1291, cf. EB No 4 : 7. 
* 
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This sound is not marked by damma as in the other inscriptions in the 
word fctt. 
PT 6- > VB ve-
Bhort 6 in initial position became in Chuvash either vS/vS, vdlvO (cf. 
vôkôr, vdlcdr < 0£fiz «ox») or tn- as in vil- «to die». That means that we have a 
double development w < e ë < d > e d > v ô l v d / v S l v ë . To this we find a clear 
parallel in the case of initial o: vï- < vi- < *o > «d > vO/vd e.g. wro» «place» 
< orun and vOrman, vdrman «forest» < ortnan. These regular correspondences 
are of essential importance for the history of Chuvash vocalism. They show that 
the splits in the history of the PT vowel system had not yet been finally com-
pleted in the time of the emergence of the prothetic v-. I t is also of some import-
ance that the secondary vowels developing after the prothetic v- have in most 
cases joined the original sounds of the same quality, as e.g. in the case of velti. 
PT fi > VB fl i 
PT long il is noted as a long vowel in our inscription (JUr) as in other VB 
inscriptions. The long close labial vowels became as a rule short ones in Chuvash 
in contrast to the open long labials — a rare exception is PT tûz «sait» > Chuv 
tdvar. There is also a difference according to the front or back vocalio character 
of the vowels in question. While in most instances of long ô we find -dva- as in 
tôle «blue» > Chuv k&vak, tort > Chuv tdvat(tà), in the case of thé back vocalic 
S we meet with non-reduced u as in yôl «way» > Chuv Jul, qôz- «to stir» (mostly 
mistakenly contaminated with PT qud- «to pour out» with which it converged 
in Chuvash) > Chuv xur-. In such examples we have to assume an -dva- > -u-
development. The case is similar with a group of words where we find in place 
of PT long -fi- and -it- in present-day Chuvash as in PT yUrt «dwelling place» 
> Chuv iurt. This can be demonstrated in the case of Chuv kun «day» going 
back to a PT form kftn the intermediate form of which is fixed in the inscrip-
tions as Icûwen. Since in the case of fùr «hundred» we find Chuv éër, sër here 
once more we are confronted with a double development 6, ô < U < Ù > Hve 
> ëve ~ «. The alternating forms in Chuvash as iàvarni «carnival, maslenica» 
« ¿u~ éàv «fat» < yay + ami < drne — p. aàina -f i) ~ dial, iurni shows 
that even in such secondary cases -dva- became u, though normally dva, ëve is 
preserved or became ça, §e in the NW dialects. 
PT oyu > VB ow(») 
This cluster became atvi in VB though the exact quality of the seoond 
vowel remains, for. the time being, unascertainable. The -y- > -w- development 
is normal also in non-intervocalic position as in tegri «god» > tewri Tat 
tdre «cross, ikon») > i a j m > turd. For the intervocalic position see e.g.: PT 
tuyan «relative» > Chuv tdvan, PT btigen «horsefly» > Chuv pdvan, PT 
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yoyaq «mourning (place)» > Ghuv ¿dva «cemetery», PT yayuq «near» > Chuv 
Xvdx eto. The"V > y > fl > « development at the end of words is clearly attest-
ed. I t remains, however, an open question for me whether in clusters -VgV-
we have to do with a VyV > VflV > 6 > dva development or the intermediate 
stage -d- has to be deleted. 
P T - t y >VBfl(w) 
The development has been discussed in detail above in connection with 
the word belUwi and is paralleled by the history of the cluster oyu. 
Remarks on the VB vowel system 
The question of vowel correspondences has always been the most compli-
cated part of the Chuvash linguistic history. The VB inscriptions help to solve 
some of these problems. 
1. The phonematization of the allophones in the case of d/3 ~ a ~ d and e ~ 
e ~ d has to be later as the development of the prothetio v- and has not yet 
been finished in the VB period. Later on the developments A > i, A > o/tt, 
i > i, d > a wholly changed the structure of the Chuvash vowel system. 
2. The double development of the PT primary long vowels Diphthongue 
< Long > Monophthonguea general type of development in all Turkish 
languages — can be observed in VB. The diphthongs, became triphthongs and 
than either remained as such or developed further into a full closed vowel 
in case of the labials. The monophtongs converged with their originally short 
counterparts. In case of the illabials a similar development can be observod, 
only the diphthong contained not the semivowel u but the semivowel } and 
developed accordingly. This is the cause of such double developments as PT 
qdn «blood» > Chuv yun (d > jd > jfu) and gdz «goose» > Chuv xur (a > 
A > «).»» 
3. The general tendency Open > Closed, Closed > Reduced developed fully 
only after the VB period, and is later than the first stage discussed under 1. 
4. The developments back vocalic > front vocalic (e.g. qiz > xSr «girl, daughter») 
and front vocalic > back vocalic (e.g. t&rt > tdvat «four») being the result of 
various causes had not yet been accomplished in the VB period. 
PT h > VB x 
m There has been much speculation about this double development. Doerfer 
suggested that in cases like Chuv yun we have to reconstruct a Common Turkish**}«!« 
while in case of Chuvash xur a CT k&n (Khalaj materiali, p. 279). Levitskaja (Iteledova-
nijo po tjurkoloyii, Alma Ata 1969, pp. 63—68) suggested the existence of two PT k-
eounds, the one preserved in Tuva as k- the other which developed into x-. This second 
would have resulted in Cliuvas in y- before long illabial vowels. 
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The deep velar £ which occurred in back vocalio words became x in VB 
(cf. ayxi) and this rule is without exception in VB. At least in some Onogur-
Bulgarian dialects this development is of an early age demonstrable already in 
the 8th century.1» 
PT y > V B di 
It is a much discussed question in Turkology whether in the case of OT 
y- we have to reconstruct J-, d-, d- or y- in PT. In any case both the ]- and the 
y- dialects are very.old and Bulgarian had very early f- and this only in word-
initial position. In Chuvash this voiced affricate became devoiced and spiran-
tized, i.e. S-. It is also clear that this development occurred in different Bulga-
rian dialects in different times and perhaps in different ways. In the VB in-
scriptions we find three types of affricates corresponding to PT y-, 6 and ti 
respectively. All the three are rendered with the Arabic letter fim, though the 
first two have developed in Chuvash into & while the third one remained 6. 
In two special cases (tine and the ordinal suffix -¿(i)) we can observe a 6 > & 
development. For the solution of this problem we can put forward two hypo-
theses: 1. The phonetical development of VB i{ < PT y-, ¿) > 5 was just at its 
beginning and the orthography did not follow this development. At the same 
time ti > £i was also at its beginning, and the orthography sometimes denoted 
it sometimes not. 2. We are confronted with dialectal differencies i.e. the VB 
is not the immadiate predecessor of that dialect from which Chuvash developed. 
It is not quite sure that these two hypotheses exclude each other. We have 
a series of facts supporting both. In any case the neutralization of the opposi-
tion / : £ ( < PT j/-: i) can be safely assumed. 
PT si- > V B S 
The consonant a- before primary and secondary -i- became very early S 
(see the name otSarkel and the OB loanwords in Hungarian). In our inscription 
Siv pertains to this group. . 
The well-known rhotacism (cf. jUr) and lambdaism (cf. fal) can be clearly 
observed in the inscription. All other PT consonants, preserved their earlier 
character as PT I (awli, Mttw, altiii), PT b (belilvn, baraa), PT k (kil), PT -y-
(ayxi), PT t (altiSi, fiyeti, velti), PT r (baraa,) PT a (baraa), PT n (iine, glume). 
l n See Xara hu above, In the Arabio and Byzantine sources many Turkish words 
and names are denoted with x-: xaqan, xazcir, xapubaliy etc. There is no forcing argument 
according to which Hungarian homok «sand* had to be borrowed before the Hungarian 
k =» h development. A Khazar *xumaq could have been borrowed as humuk or humok =-
homok without any difficulty. The Hungarian etymological dictionary is not considering 
this possibility (op. cit. II, p. 139). 
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R e m a r k s on the dialect of the inscription 
Between the time of the VB inscriptions and the present-day Chuvash 
language more than six hundred years elapsed. I t is self evident that the bulk 
of the differences between the language reflected by the VB inscriptions and the 
present Chuvash language is due to those developments which occurred during 
that long time. I t iB also clear that if we try to reconstruct the predecessor of 
the Chuvash language in the 13th— 14th centuries it showB a very close rela-
tionship to the language of the VB inscriptions. I t remains, however, an open 
question whether we have to do with slightly different dialects or VB is the 
immediate predecessor of Chuvash. This question has not yet been put because 
of several reasons. Those attempts which have tried to find dialectal differences 
in the distribution of the ordinal suffixes, as I hope to have succeeded to demon-
strate above, cannot be maintained/Neither can Hakimzjanov's attempt be 
defended to classify the VB dialects according to the ti > it development. 
Nevertheless the basio idea of Hakimzjanov can be accepted because even with-
in the VB inscriptions we can find some dialectal traces. All this, however, does 
not settle the question of the relationship of 13th— 14th century VB and 13th— 
14th century Chuvash. Even in our inscription there are some minor facts 
which call into question a simple equation between the two. I remind to the 
discussion of aivli, ayxi and belttwi. If we bear in mind that in place of PT 
y- in some loanwords of Hungarian we have an b instead of f (as e.g. in az&l 
«wind» *- iël < PT yêl, azûcs «tailor* ieOii < PT yevii) which are surely 
earlier than the end of the Oth century and that the Middle Bulgarian loan-
words in Pro to Permio show a similar case, we have enough reason to suppose 
the existence of several Bulgarian dialects. On the analogy of similar cases we 
can assume that thé Onogur-Bulgarian groups which began their migration in 
the second half of the 7th century were not composed according to their 
original dialect but according to political reasons. We have also no reason to 
suppose that the Bulgarian group which reached the Middle Volga region at 
the end of the 8th century was the only or the last one of the Bulgarian tribes 
whioh came to this region. All these suggest that further research needed into 
the dialectal relations among the Bulgarian tribes of the Middle Volga region 
in the 9th— 14th centuries. A detailed investigation of the language of the VB 
inscription is urgently called for to clarify problems of this kind. 
,130 
András RÓna-Tas (Budapest) 
ON THE MEANING OF "ALTAIC" 
The Permanent I n t e r n a t i o n a l A l t a l s t l c Conference convened In 1974 
f o r t h e 17th t i m e . The meaning of t h e term " A l t a i c " seemed t o be so 
obvious t h a t no one t r i e d t o d e f i n e i t s c o n t e n t . The o rd ina ry meaning 
i s of course t h a t A l t a l s t s a r e s tudying t h e languages and c u l t u r e s of 
t h e s o - c a l l e d A l t a i c peop les , and i n case of n e c e s s i t y we have t o g i v e 
a taxonomlc enumerat ion! A l t a i c languages a r e spoken by t h e Turk i c , 
Mongolian, and Manchu-Tunguz peoples . N ev e r t h e l e s s , t he f a c t t h a t we 
l a b e l our s u b j e c t w i t h t h e name of a mountain-range sugges t s some 
c a u t i o n . 
The concept of " A l t a i c " has evolved through long development. 
Three pe r iods can be d i s t i n g u i s h e d . In t he f i r s t p e r i o d , t he name 
i t s e l f was u n c e r t a i n . Von S t rah lenberg used the term "Tatar*!, f o r t h e 
group now c a l l e d U r a l - A l t a i c , Rask o f f e r e d t h e name Scythian l anguages , 
but extended t h e conten t t o groups such a s P a l e o - A s i a t l c , Eskimo, 
Caucasian and o the r non-Indo-European languages of Europe and Northern 
Asia . Max HUHer t r i e d t o f i n d common t r a i t s In t h e nomadic c h a r a c t e r 
of t he people and in t roduced t h e term Turanian , i nc lud ing even t h e 
non-Indo-European languages of South Asia such a s Siamese, T ibe t an , 
Dravid ian , and Malayan. I t was perhaps Cas t rén who f i r s t used t h e term 
A l t a i c , but w i th t h e meaning of the p re sen t U r a l - A l t a i c . Schot t adop-
t ed t h e term, but used the te rms Chudic and Ta t a r a l t e r n a t e l y , t h e 
former f o r U r a l i c , t h e second f o r A l t a i c . 
The term A l t a i c us t h e common d e s i g n a t i o n f o r t h e Turk ic , Mongol-
i a n , and Manchu-TunguE language groups r ece ived i t s wel l - shaped and 
c l e a r - c u t meaning only i n t h e second per iod through the works of 
Ramstedt and Póppe. In t h e i r fundamental works they l a i d down t h e 
b a s i s of t h e theory of t he g e n e t i c r e l a t i o n s h i p of t h e A l t a i c l anguag-
e s . While i n t h e f i r s t per iod t he c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of t he language 
group were amorphous, mainly t y p o l o g i c a l , a l though thought t o be 
h i s t o r i c a l , Rams ted tand h i s f o l l o w e r s used t h e comparative methods of 
t h e 19th century t o prove t h e g e n e t l e a l i d e n t i t y of the A l t a i c l anguag-
e s . N eve r the l e s s , even w i t h i n t h i s framework some impor tant q u e s t i o n s 
remained open. The r e l a t i o n s h i p of Korean (and. Japanese) t o them and 
t h e p o s i t i o n of Chuvash w i t h i n t he A l t a i c group have not been s o l v e d . 
In t h e t h i r d per iod f a i t h i n t he g e n e t i c r e l a t i o n s h i p of t he 
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Turkic , Mongolian, and Manchu-Tunguz languages was shaken. This 
n e c e s s a r i l y brought w i t h i t e f f o r t s t o r e fo rmu la t e t he content of 
A l t a i c , I would mention only t h r e e a t t e m p t s . T.A. Sebeok—dealing 
wi th the meaning of Ura l -Al t a i c—sugges ted abandoning the g e n e t i c . 
f ounda t ions and bas ing i t on t y p o l o g i c a l l y common t r a i t s . 1 G. Doerfer . 
t r i e d t o i n t roduce t h e te rms homologies! and a n a l o g i c a l a f f i n i t y , t he 
f i r s t f o r t h e g e n e t i c and t h e second f o r t he secondary, Sprachbund-l lke 
f e a t u r e s , 2 He sees i n A l t a i c a l i n g u i s t i c s i t u a t i o n where t h e two can 
hard ly be d i s t i n g u i s h e d . The o the r way out seemed t o be t o abandon t h e 
name and concept and use p u r e l y geograph ica l t e rms . Sir ior 's . Cen t ra l 
Eurasian^ f o r U r a l - A l t a i c or C e n t r a l A s i a t i c used by many u n i v e r s i t i e s 
{Old a journal '» i s op t ing f o r t he a r e a l a s p e c t . On t h e o the r hand an 
ex tens ion i n t o ano ther dimension can bè observed. While A l t a i c i n t h e 
sense of Ramstedt means only a l i n g u i s t i c group, S i n o r ' s I n t r o d u c t i o n 
Inc ludes h i s t o r y , and t h e p r a c t i c e of t h e Permanent I n t e r n a t i o n a l . 
A l t a i s t i c Conference I s t o embrace a l l p o s s i b l e a s p e c t s of c u l t u r e . 
I t h i n k t h a t from t h i s sho r t and n e c e s s a r i l y s u p e r f i c i a l summary 
i t i s c l e a r t h a t we a r e f a r from having a w e l l - d e f i n e d te rm. From a 
pure ly t h e o r e t i c a l po in t of view, " A l t a i c " has t o denote 'common t r a i t s 
i n d i f f e r e n t u n i t s . "Common" cannot' be i d e n t i c a l i n a synchronic sense 
but I t can be due t o g e n e t i c i d e n t i t y . This was Ramsted t ' s idea and we 
have t o ask the q u e s t i o n ! I s g e n e t i c i d e n t i t y t he only p o s s i b l e cause 
f o r common t r a i t s In t h e d i f f e r e n t A l t a i c u n i t s ? 
In t he f i r s t per iod s i m i l a r i t y was t h e . p r i n c i p l e according t o 
which t h e group was c o n s t r u c t e d . In t h e second per iod s i m i l a r i t y was 
rep laced by correspondence because r e g u l a r correspondence was found t o 
be t he r e s u l t of g e n e t i c u n i t y . The enthusiasm over t h i s fundamental 
d i scovery overshadowed, however, t he f a c t t h a t correspondences among 
languages and c u l t u r e s . c a n be due t o o the r f a c t o r s . On the o the r hand 
those few who were aware of them (or some of then) t r i e d e i t h e r t o 
r ep l ace t he g e n e t i c i d e n t i t y w i t h t he t y p o l o g i c a l one or t r i e d t o b l u r 
t he d i f f e r e n c e between t h e two. 
I t h ink we have t o d i s t i n g u i s h among the fo l lowing s i x types of 
correspondences accord ing t o t h e i r d i f f e r e n t causes , and by the use of 
d i f f e r e n t methods! 1 . Typological correspondences, 2 . Convergence, 3 . 
Areal f e a t u r e s , 4 . Common subs t ra tum, 5. L o a n - r e l a t i o n , and 6 , Genet ic 
r e l a t i o n s h i p . I have not mentioned chance, because chance can g ive 
i d e n t i t y or s i m i l a r i t y but not correspondence. The f i r s t two a r e n o t , 
or a r e not n e c e s s a r i l y , h i s t o r i c a l ) t h e remaining f o u r a r e a l l h i s t o r -
i c a l l y determined f a c t o r s . I t has to- be s t r e s s e d t h a t "correspondence" . 
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i s understood a s " r e g u l a r cor respondence ," thus r e g u l a r i t y i s not an 
a spec t according t o which the s i x f a c t o r s and t h e i r r e s u l t s can be 
d i s t i n g u i s h e d . This i s a l s o t h e reason why s t a t i s t i c a l methods cannot 
be used f o r t h e de te rmina t ion of gene t i c r e l a t i o n s h i p , s ince t he law of 
p r o b a b i l i t y he lps us t o s e l e c t only I d e n t i c a l f e a t u r e s caused by chance 
from correspondences caused by. a l l t h e o the r f a c t o r s . 
I n s t ead of g iv ing a t h e o r e t i c a l a n a l y s i s of t h e d i f f e r e n c e s among 
t h e s i x f a c t o r s I propose t o o f f e r a concre te example from which I 
s h a l l t r y t o demonst ra ts t h e problem. 
T. Kowalski, reviewing Kotwicz 's e x c e l l e n t monograph on t h e A l t a i c 
pronouns wro te , "Die Arbei t behandel t monographlsch d i e a l t a i s c h e n 
Pronomlna p e r s o n a l i a , i n t e r r o g a t i v a und demons t r a t lva , a l s o e ln Geb ie t , 
auf dem d i e Verwandschaft der Al ta l sprachen besonders deut . l lch zutage 
t r l t t " (OLZ 1973, 444) . As t he pronominal system i s thought t o . b e one 
of t he most " A l t a i c " f e a t u r e s , l e t ud see what a complex a n a l y s i s has 
t o say . The t h r e e r econs t ruc t ed pro to-sys tems a r e t he f o l l o w i n g ! 
Turkic Mongolian Manchu-Tunguz 
b l man- b^ mln- '•"•*" 7 b l mln- ' 
s i s an - t i t i n - s i s i n - • 
• i ¿a- i ¿a- •. i ia-
blg ba m a n - / e x c l . / btta / 
< ~ * b l 3 ¡ r / l n c l . / , 
s l z t ¿ t a n - stta 
a n l a r a a n - t l 
Typologlca l lv common f e a t u r e s . The system i s t h r e e - f o l d , 1 s t , 2nd a n d 
3rd p opposed t o each o the r and t h e i r r e s p e c t i v e p l u r a l s . The . 
3P shows a gene ra l t r end t o be rep laced by demons t ra t ive pronouns 
[T o l , M ene. t e r e , MT nuga"). The }P p l u r a l i s f a c u l t a t i v e } t h e 1 s t 
and 2nt* persons denote—normal ly—liv ing pe r sons t a k i n g par t , i n t he 
speefch, whi le t h e i s out of t he speech e l t u a t i o n . In the 3 r<1 
person t h e r e i s ' n o d i f f e r e n c e according t o t h e o p p o s i t i o n s ! c l o s e - f a r , 
v i s i b l e - i n v i s i b l e , known-unknown, determined-undetermined though some 
of t he demonst ra t ive pronouns show such d i f f e r e n c e s . In t h e primary ' 
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system t h e r e I s no d i f f e r e n c e according t o t he s o c i a l s t a t u s of t h e 
speaker or t h e person addressed , no d i f f e r e n c e according t o graumat lca l 
gender or sex . There i s no d i s t i n c t i o n made according t o word c l a s s e s . 
The A l t a i c systems have no s p e c i a l pronouns i n emphatic p o s i t i o n (as 
Engl i sh I t j n e ) , n o r s p e c i a l pronouns f o r impersonal sentences (as German 
man). The primary system of t h e n o n - s i n g u l a r pronouns had no oppos i -
t i o n of d u a l > p l u r a l ; t h e format ion of t h e p l u r a l s a r e d i f f e r e n t from 
t h e fo rmat ion of p l u r a l s of t h e nouns i n t h e r e s p e c t i v e languages . 
There i s a common tendency t o form pe r sona l possess ive and personal . 
ve rba l s u f f i x e s from t h e pronouns. Morphological ly t h e A l t a i c systems 
have d i f f e r e n t 'stems f o r t he nominal.and t h e ob l ique cases in t he s i n -
g u l a r . I have s u r e l y not exhausted t h e common t r a i t s of t he A l t a i c 
pronouns and I have no room here t o c o n t r a s t , them wi th t y p o l o g i c a l l y 
d i f f e r e n t systems. I hope i t i s c l e a r , however, t h a t we a r e e n t i t l e d 
t o speak about a c e r t a i n t y p o l o g i c a l correspondence among t h e t h r e e . 
p ro tosys tems . 
I n c o n t r a s t t o t h e common f e a t u r e s we f i n d t y p o l o g i c a l l y d i f f e r i n g 
ones . Such a r e , e . g . , t h e format ion of t h e p l u r a l s , which happens In T 
wi th s u f f i x a t i o n / - £ , - l a r / , i n M by an A b l a u t - l i k e f e a t u r e / b l - b a , 
t j - t a . ¿ - a / and i n MT we f i n d a s u p p l e t l v e t i i n thq 3P opposed t o i, i n 
t he s i n g u l a r . The development of t h e posses s ive and. personal , s u f f i x e s 
of pronominal o r i g i n a r e a t d i f f e r e n t s t a g e s . In c o n t r a s t t o T and MT 
in M t h e development i s J u s t beg inn ing . The T obl ique stem i s extended 
t o t h e nominal case />ban. > s a n / whi le i t i s . not i n M and MT. In T the... 
demons t ra t ive o l i s g radua l ly i n t r u d i n g In the paradigm, r ep l ac ing t h e 
a n - stem, but t h i s process I s only a t i t s beg inning . In M ene and t e r e 
r ep laced e n t i r e l y t h e old i and g.- s tems. The stem-vowel a l t e r n a t e s 
according t o t h e p r e s e n c e ' o r absence of t he f i n a l -n i n T, whi le t h i s 
l a not t h e case i n M and MT. In M we f i n d a r e l i c of t he d i s t i n c t i o n 
of sex (MMo ttgbel Bgbl "gave mascifem") which could be of pronominal 
o r i g i n . On the e x c l u s i v e i i n c l u s i v e oppos i t ion see l a t e r . 
The t y p o l o g i c a l d i f f e r e n c e s w i t h i n t h e A l t a i c pronoun-system a re 
e s s e n t i a l . I t I s , however, to' be admit ted t h a t t h e con t ras t ed systems 
a re not of t he same age, n e i t h e r accord ing t o t h e i r a b s o l u t e chronology -
nor according t o t h e i r pos s ib l e r e l a t i o n s h i p t o a common p r o t o - l a n -
guage. I would fu r the rmore po in t out t h a t t y p o l o g i c a l c o n t r a s t i n g was 
made both according t o s t r u c t u r e s and t o t r e n d s . 
Convergence. The d isappearance of ¿ l i f e r e n t t r a i t s causes secondary 
correspondences , e . g . , in t he case of M ' s e x - d i s t i n c t i o n . On t h e o t h e r 
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hand the appearance of new t r a i t e can a l s o r e s u l t i n secondary c o r r e s -
pondences. ThusI e . g . I t h e development of t h e Mongolian pos se s s ive 
s u f f i x e s or pe r sona l endings i n the v e r b a l system can be observed i n 
r e l a t i v e l y r ecen t t i m e s . The T n a s a l i z a t i o n of t h e i n i t i a l b - through 
the i n f l u e n c e of t h e fo l lowing nasa l - n I s s e c o n d a r i l y approaching t h é 
obl ique stems i n M ( c f . b i n > mln -—s» M mlngran " thousand") . 
Areal f e a t u r e s . D i s t i n c t i v e t o the a r e a l f e a t u r e s i s t h e f a c t t h a t 
they d i s r e g a r d t h e borders of the l i n g u i s t i c groupe . In r e s p e c t t o t h e 
format ion of t h e p l u r a l of t he pronouns, t h r e e a r e a s can be d i s t l n - ' , 
gulshed i n E u r a s i a , The a rea of t h e s i n g u l a r » d u a l « p l u r a l oppos i t i on i s -
t y p i c a l of t h e Laponlan, Samoyede and Ob-Ugric languages and of t h e 
p r i m i t i v e Indo-European languages a s w e l l . The e x c l u s i v e i i n c l u s i v e 
oppos i t ion In t h e I P s i n g . I s p e c u l i a r t o t h e East Asian languages (e>g> 
, S ino -T ibe tan ) , t o Dravldian and some languages of Caucas ia . On t h e 
con t r ac t a rea both systems can be found . In Nivkh, e . g . , we f i n d n l n 
"we wi thout you", win "we wi th you" and men "we two" (Sakhal in d i a -
l e c t ) . There have been op in ions t h a t T b i z , s l z were o r i g i n a l l y d u a l s , 
but the arguments a r e not wholly convinc ing . M and MT have t h e i n c l u -
s i v e ! exc lus ive o p p o s i t i o n s t hus p e r t a i n i n g In t h i s r e s p e c t t o t h e East 
Asian a r e a . M blda I s cons i s t i ng of " I " and "you" ( p l u r a l ) , whi le МГ 
mttntl fo rma l ly can be segmented i n t o " I " and " t h e y " . This i s s u r p r i s -
i n g , because s eman t i ca l l y " I " and " they" a r e exc lus ive and not 
i n c l u s i v e . The only p o s s i b l e so lu t i on t o t h i s enigma can be t h a t t l . 
being now-a-days c l e a r l y the marker of t h e 3P p l u r a l ( In s u f f i x e s ) has 
been e a r l i e r t h e pronoun f o r t he 2P. While t h e e x c l u s i v e ! i n c l u s i v e 
oppos i t ion i s d i sappea r ing i n M, i t I s v i t a l i n MT, where i t I n f i l -
t r a t e d i n t o t h e v e r b a l system which has a d i s t i n c t i o n between "we t a k e 
(with you)" and "We t ake (without you )" . As i t i s i n con t ac t w i t h t h e 
a r ea of s i n g u l a r t d u a l i p l u r a l , we f i n d in To fa l a r^ i n t h e IP t he t r i a d 
m e n i b l ' s i b l ' s t e r "I iwe twoiwe many" i t i s , however, very u n l i k e l y t o 
see an old T or even A l t a i c f e a t u r e In t h l s | i t i s c l e a r l y secondary , 
due t o a r e a l i n f l u e n c e . 6 ' 
Adstratum I n f l u e n c e . Languages, a l though they have d i sappeared them-
.se lves , I n d i r e c t l y In f luenced those languages which absorbed them. 
Substratum i n f l u e n c e s on the p r i m i t i v e A l t a i c languages have not ye t i 
been i n v e s t i g a t e d , and i t seems t o be very u n l i k e l y t h a t much r e s u l t 
can be expected i n t h e f i e l d of t he ' pe r sona l pronouns. A p o s s i b l e 
language would be, e . g . , Ke t l c . Ke t lc has In t h e ЭР s i n g , t h e pronoun 
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bu,, but t h i s i e s u r e l y a loan from Turk ic . There i s an Ablaut p l u r a l 
in gd " I " and ed "Ve". This I s c l e a r l y secondary. In some d i a l e c t s 
( e . g . , Imbat) we f i n d e t l n wi th t h e p l u r a l s u f f i x - I n . thus I t i s c l e a r 
t h a t t he development was a t • i n > e t l n > e t . This could be a welcome 
t y p o l o g i c a l p a r a l l e l t o t h e M A b l a u t - l i k e p l u r a l , wi thout any h i s t o r i -
c a l con t ac t of course . In To fa l a r t h e r e l q a f o u r f o l d oppos i t ion i n 3P 
s i n g , i sji, »fi» » b u s , a l a r , "my he" , "your he" , "our he" , and "your he" . 
Morphological ly t h i s i s pure ly Turkic c o n s i s t i n g of t he stem o l • pos -
s e s s i v e s u f f i x e s , but s eman t l ca l ly i t I s non -Al t a i c , s i m i l a r s t r u c t u r e s 
being known in Ind ian languages and Japanese . The oppos i t ion of the 
h o n o r i f i c p l u r a l t o t h e normal p l u r a l as M t a i t a n a r or T s l z t s l z l e r 
show c l e a r l y a supers t ra tum i n f l u e n c e of European. I t i s , however, an 
A l t a i c f e a t u r e t h a t i n most languages where t h i s oppos i t ion e x i s t s t he 
b a s i c d i f f e r e n c e i s In t h e r e s p e c t i v e age of t h e speakers and not i n 
t he s o c i a l s t a t u s . Thus, e . g . , i n Mongolia t h e chau f f eu r of a m i n i s t e r 
a d r e s s e s h i s boss a s "you" I f t he former i s t he o l d e r , and the min i -
s t e r says t a t o h i s d r i v e r i f he i s o l d e r than he . S imi la r d i s t i n c -
t i o n s a r e mentioned In Turkic languages . In Ozbeg, according t o 
a 
Kononov, b i z and s i z r e f e r t o c o l l e c t i v e s not d i f f e r e n t i a t e d by t h e i r 
members, whi le b l z l a r . s i z l a r denote groups where t he members a r e 
d i s t i n g u i s h e d ( c f . English much and many). In T o f a l a r , i n c o n t r a s t t o 
t he IP , in t he 2P only s l i e r i s used in t h e Russian meaning of "vy",. 
both f o r t h e h o n o r i f i c and non -hono r i f i c p l u r a l s . 
Loan c o n t a c t s . Borrowings wi th in t he A l t a i c group a re f r e q u e n t . In 
the pronoun-system, however, borrowing i s very r a r e . That i t i s not 
imposs ib le we have seen in the case of Ket ic bu. Not only can l e x i c a l 
and morphological u n i t s be borrowed but a l s o systems ( l e x i c a l and 
grammatical c a i q u e s ) . I t i s of s p e c i a l i n t e r e s t t h a t t h e use of 
persona l s u f f i x e s In t h e nominal and v e r b a l sphere can be found only in 
t he Western and Northern Mongolian d i a l e c t s . Since t he se d i a l e c t s were 
and a r e i n con tac t w i th t h e Turkic ones i t i f not completely Impossible 
t h a t t he development i n ques t ion was caused or perhaps only i n f luenced 
by the Turkic l anguages .9 I t i s of g r e a t importance t h a t , e . g . , i n 
Buryat only t he voca t ive verba l forms have pe r sona l endings , whi le t h e 
o t h e r s do n o t . This can be an i n t e r e s t i n g t y p o l o g i c a l analogy f o r t he 
development of t h e v e r b a l systems of thé o the r A l t a i c (and non-Al t a i c ) 
languages . 
I d e n t i c a l o r i g i n . What does remain f o r g e n e t i c r e l a t i o n s h i p ? I s 
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everyth ing e l s e due t o g e n e t i c i d e n t i t y ? My f r i e n d E. SchUtz has 
r e c e n t l y demonstrated conv inc ing ly 1 0 t h a t t h e l a b i a l i n i t i a l In t h e IP 
and the d e n t a l complex In t he 2P go back t o very e a r l y g l o t t o g o n i c a l 
p roces ses . This undoubtedly t r u e f a c t i s of course not an argument' 
a g a i n s t t h e g e n e t i c I d e n t i t y of t he pronouns in ques t lon a i t says only 
t h a t t he l a b i a l and d e n t a l i n i t i a l s i n themselves a r e not arguments i n 
t h e i r f a v o r . Very d i s t u r b i n g i s the correspondence of t he i n i t i a l s of 
t h e 2PtT M t , MT e , because t h e y / a r e not r e g u l a r and demonstrable 
In o the r word c l a s s e s . Can we suppose t h a t t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p among t h e 
t h r e e A l t a i c p ro to-sye tems of t h e pronouns p e r t a i n t o a much e a r l i e r 
per iod than t h e bulk of t h e worde wi th which we demonst ra te the r e g u l a r 
eound correspondences? I would not exclude t h i s p o s s i b i l i t y . 
On t h e o t h e r hand I r e f e r r e d above t o a p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t i n an 
e a r l i e r pe r i od , 3P t i . could be t h e MT pronoun of t h e 2P by a s i m i l a r 
s h i f t as German e l a > 31 e . The po'ssesslve s u f f i x of t h e 3 P — a f t e r ~ 
voca l i c f i n a l s — I s i n T - e l . which a l s o admi ts a hypo thes i s t h a t t h e 2P 
pronoun of T / s i / was former ly t h a t of t h e 3P and perhaps suppressed 
the o r i g i n a l 2P pronoun beginning wi th t . Al l t h i s i s very h y p o t h e t i -
c a l . I t seems c e r t a i n only t h a t the stem-vowel, which was i n a l l 
persons and a l l language groups f r o n t i , and t h e "pronominal" - n , a r e 
t he p o s s i b l e cand ida tes f o r g e n e t i c i d e n t i t y . 
I chose consc ious ly a very d i f f i c u l t f i e l d t o demonstrate t h e 
complexity of t h e meaning " A l t a i c " . Perhaps i t » ( i l l h e l p t o develop a 
new type of Comparative A l t a i c Grammar. In such a grammar " A l t a i c " 
w i l l have a meaning d i f f e r e n t from t h a t which we used e a r l i e r . I t s 
c o n s t i t u e n t s w i l l be i 
A r e a l con t ac t s 
L oan r e l a t i o n s 
T y p o l o g l c a l l y common f e a t u r e s 
A dst ra tum I n f l u e n c e 
I d e n t i c a l o r i g i n 
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2tf (1974)i 139-145. 
11. This would so lve t he enigma T s ^ 1 M 1 WT s^ . T and MT s i 
would not be an " i r r e g u l a r " development of A l t a i c t d , but would e a r l i e r 
have had another f u n c t i o n and then suppressed t l . 
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A RUNIC INSCRIPTION IN THE KUJBYÔEV REGION 
By 
A. RÓNA-TAS 
In a short paper published 1027 in Hungarian in the journal Magyar 
Nyelv1 Professor Ligeti called the attention to the work of Fakhru'd-Din 
Mub&rakh Sh&h written about A.D. 1206 where besides reporting on the 
Sogdian and East Turkish runic script .the author also refers to the script 
of the Khazars. Unfortunately the late copyist of this work left out the Khazar 
letters and so all that we know is that it was different from that of the Eastern 
Turks. Allegedly it originated from the RUB and ran from the left to right. 
This led Sir.Denison Ross to the tentative conclusion that we might have 
to do here with the Cyrillio script. However the presence of two kinds of k, 
the interdental spirant i (beside the normal stop d) raised some doubts about 
this hypothesis. In any case Professor Ligeti recognized that we are here con-
fronted with a possible link between the East Turkish and the Hungarian 
runic scripts. 
Since 1927 a few runio inscriptions have been found in the territory 
of the former Khazar Khaganate, with letters different from the Orkhon-type. 
Professor Németh in his last paper on the runiform script2 of Eastern 
Europe pointed out that the territory from which runic inscriptions are known 
in East Europe seems to be expanding. The easternmost find is the wooden 
stick of Talas* having different tetters from the other Talas inscriptions. 
The southernmost occurrence of this script ÍB known from Khumara4 near tho 
Elbrus Mountain. The westernmost territory is Hungary where as many as 
1 A kazdr irda és a magyar rovdsirds [The Khazar Soript and the Hungarian Kuni 
form 8oript]: M-t fyXXIII (1027), pp. 473-470. 
' The Huniform Inscriptions from Nagy-Szent-Miklos and the Runiform Scrîjtta 
of Eastern Europe: Acta,Linguist. Hung. XXI (1971), pp. 1—62. 
• See S. E. Malov, Pamjatniki dretmetjurkekoj pismennosti Mongolii » Kirgizi», 
M.-L. 1969, pp. (13-68 with an exoellent photo: Fig. 14. 
4 A. M. Séorbak, Les inscriptions inconnues sur les pierres de Khoumar (au Caucase 
du Nord) et le problème de l'alphabet runique des turcs occidentaux: Acta Orient. Hung. 
XV (1962), pp. 283-290. 
1*1 
2 6 8 A. R Ó N A - T A 8 
three different typeB of runic letters have been found, the runiform signs 
on Avar objects,'.the treasure of Nagy Szent Miklós' and the runiform script 
of the Hungarian Seklere.' On the shores of the Black sea the inscriptions of 
Mutaflar (Roumania) offer new material. The northernmost line of the finds 
has hitherto been marked by the inscriptions of Sharkel, Novocherkask8 
and Elista..* It would be of great importance if the frontiers of this territory 
could be pushed out still further. 
During my last visit to Cheboksary in 1073 I collected Volga Bulgarian 
inscriptions. Many of my Chuvash colleagues and friends gave me valuable 
information about inscriptions known to them. Among these there was one 
Which was not Volga Bulgarian or Kazan Tatar in Arabic soript. G. F. Yumart 
(Trofimov), a member of the Chuvash Scientifio Institute, handed over to me 
a record of an inscription of BoljSoe MikuSkino. I quote his record verbatim 
in English translation: 
«The stone of MikuSkino» 
In the neighbourhood of the village BoljSoe Mikuikino (Isaklinskij 
rayon, KujbySevskij oblastj, former Buguruslanskij uezd, Province of Sa-
mara) on a mountain called Kartli tu there was a big stone with inscription. 
It had the following form: 
• I . Vásáry, Runiform Signs on Objects of the Avar Period (6th—8th cc. A. D.\: 
Acta Orient. Hung. XXV (1972), pp. 336—347. I quote here Vásáry: «The runiform 
serlpt of Turkish origin could have been known only in a very narrow cirole of the Avar 
society. . . What seems to be strange is that certain letters of the Avar soript display 
a resemblance to the western runiform alphabets of Turkish origin (Khazar and Székely-
Hungarian script). And that is all we can say about them.t (p. 344). 
• See the paper of Németh oited above with further bibliography. 
T For more details see the paper of Németh cited and a paper of I. Vásáry published 
in Hungarian in the journal Keletkutatás 1974 [1976], pp. 169—172. 
• M. I. Artamonov, Nadpisi na baklaikach novoíerkasskogo muzeja t na kamnjach 
Majackogo gorodiiía: SovArch XIX (1964), pp. 263—268. A. M. Siorbak, Neskoljko 
slov o priemach Itenija runiteskich ttadpisej, najdennych no Donu: SovArch XIX (1954), 
pp. 269—282. G. F. TurBaninov, 0 jazyke nadpisej ná kamnjach majackogo gorodUfa 
i flagach Novoíerkasskogo muzeja: SovArch 1964: 1, pp. 72—87. A. M. Sierbak, Znaki 
na Iceramike i kirpiíach iz Sarkela-Beloj Veli (K voprosu o jazyke i pisjmennosti pelenegov): 
MIA No. 75 1960, pp. 386—388, A. M. Sierbak, Znaki na keramike iz Sarkela: Ép. Vost. 
XII (1968), pp. 52 -68 . 
9 The text written ón a bull'B skull has not yet been published. S. 0 . KlaStornyj 
and I. Vásáry are working on its publication. 
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Its height above the earth was coa 1.5 m, its length about 4—5 meters and its 
breadth no less than 3 meters. According to the remembrances of Anna Ignat-
jevna' Mikeeva (born 1011) they danced roundelays (on the stone) and sung 
songs. The letters had a breadth about one arshin. How many letters there 
were we do not remember. But theysay that there were two lines. There were 
also dots into which one could place a fist. The stone lay in the earth. After 
the Great Patriotic War [World War II] they split the stone into parts 
and with the help of a tractor the stone [in parts] was dragged to the building 
constructions of the farm. Above, on the borders there were small carvings 
spaced tightly. According to A. I. Mikeeva no legends were connected with the 
stone. The village is Chuvash, it seems that [the settlement ] occurred in the 
beginnings of the 18th century. Now there are about 1.000 yards [i.e. houses]. 
The mountain is about two kilometres away on the SW side of the village. 
According to Mikeeva there were [also] letters like <£> and In both 
lines there were about 5—6 letters». 
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Since according to the record the stone was destroyed and it is unlikely 
that we shall ever get a better description of it, I considered it worth for 
publication. 
We have enough experience with inscriptions copied by hand to know 
that.suoh copies made by people not knowing the script are in most cases 
unreliable.10 I t is also, a risky task to try to decipher so short an inscription, 
or rather fragment. In any oase we bave seven letters: 1. 2. ^ 
8. 3 4. • . 8. Q 6. Q 7. • It oannot be a mere chanoe 
that all of them are similar to signs found on the flask-inscriptions of Novo-
cherkask. The faot that there were 5—6 letters in either line seems to exclude 
the possibility that we have to do with simple tamgas.11 The slight differences 
between the letters of Mikufikino and those of Novocherkask seem also to 
exclude the probability that we have to do here with a late falsification. 
Some other facts also speak against it. 
The village is situated not very far from the river Suk, an affluent of the 
Kundurfia, about 180 kms NE from KujbySev. The river Suk is mentioned 
already by Ibn Fadlan who crossed it on his way to the Volga Bulgars.12 
According to Ibn Fadlan this territory was then inhabited by the Bashkirs. 
If the MikuSkino inscription was a runic one, it had not been written necessarily 
before the introduction of Islam into this region, i.e. the early 10th century. 
The case of the Hungarian runiform script shows that in spite of Christianity 
and the domination of the Latin alphabet, an earlier script could survive and 
be preserved for long a time in remote areas. But even in the case of a relatively 
late date of the inscription itself it has to be connected with the pre-Mamic 
period and if not itself prior to the 10th century, it was a continuation of a 
pre-lOth century tradition. 
G. F. Yumart is certainly right when he points out that the Chuvash 
inhabitants of the village Boljfioe Mikufikino are settlers of the 18th century. 
" T h i s is the case with most of the Volga Bulgarian inscriptions. In the Archives 
of the Inatitut Vostokovedenija, Leningrad, I found a copy of a Volga Bulgarian in-
scription made by somebody who did not know Arabio script. The oopy is practically 
illegible, though beautifully drawn. As is known both the Finnish and the RusHian ex-
peditions were sent to the Orkhon inscriptions because the first copies made by Jadrinoev 
were unreliable. 
11 When we have one or two signs on an object, we (lave always to bear in mind 
that they can be tamgas. V. F. Kachovskij ha£ collected a series of Chuvash runiform-like 
tamgas (unfortunately without giving his souroes or a more detailed study): 0 runiletkoj 
pitjmennosti drevnyeh luvaiejt 100 let novoj luvaiakoj pisjmennosti, Ceboksary 1972, 
pp. 23 -34 . 
" In the text we find Silfr which is the regular Volga Bulgarian form and not 
Bashkir. 
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This is backed by factB known from historical sources and the dialect of the 
village.11 Therefore we cannot speak about the continuity of the inhabitants 
in t h i B region. 
In this connection the name of the mountain is of special importance. 
Kartli tu is a purely Chuvash composition. Kart means in Chuvash «zarubka, 
narez, metka; notch, cut, mark» and pertains to the verb kart- «to cut notoh, 
to gash» < PT kart-. The composition kart pataklri is now the term for the 
notched tally stick. If the Chuvash had a runiform soript it is very likely that 
they used the term kart- «to incise runio letters», but this has been forgotten 
with the disappearance of the . script. The new Chuvash settlers coming to 
BoljSoe MikuSkino named the mountain after the «inoised stone» dominating 
the landscape whether they had or had not any idea about the fact that this 
was an «inscribed» stone. The name of the mountain shows clearly that the 
stone is earlier than the 18th century and thus we oan discount falsification 
with great probability. If so, we are confronted with the northernmost runio 
inscription pertaining to the Khazar group of the East European runiform 
scripts. The geographical distribution of these inscriptions will help us to 
connect them with the people who used them. 
15 See R. I. Caplina, Osobennosti nekotorych (uvaiskich govorov Tatarakoj ASSR 
i KujbySevskoj oblasti: Materialy po luvaSskoj dialektologii I I , CebokBary 1963, pp. 180— 
206. Caplina worked with eight informants from the village BoljSoe MikuSkino, who all 




AN UNPUBLISHED CHUVASH WORDUST 
IN THE LIBRARY OF THE HUNGARIAN ACADEMY OF SCIENCES 
Thar« ta no reases to eonslder one language mora Important than others 
(ran a general or » historical point of view. However, there are always key lan-
guages which have a distinguished place la the considération of certain historical 
problems. In the very complex context of the history of the Attalo languages 
Chuvash undoubtedly plays such a role. Foir the reconstruction of the hlBtary of 
the Turkish languages Chuvash ia essential because It pertains to and is the only 
living member of a group ofTurltlsh languages which separated the earliest from 
the main botfy of the Proto Turkish dialects. Thus It Is Impossible to reconstruct 
Proto Turkish wtthm* considering the linguistic data received from the study at 
Chuvash. In the debated question of the relationship between the Turkish and Mon-
golian languages Chuvash has a special position In that it shows a series of 
peoularltles common to Mongol fan and Chuvash, but not shared by the other 
Turkish languages. Chuvash Itself has a very complicated interrelationship 
with the Kipohak Turkish languages ot the Volga region, Tatar and Bashkir on 
the one side and with tbe Finno-ugrian languages of this area, the Permlo 
(Vatyak, Permyak and Ztlryen) and Volga (Cheremls and Mordwln) group an 
the other. Nooe Ot the linguistic and ethnogenetlc problems of these langauges 
and peoples can be solved without a correct interpretation of the Chuvash 
data. Finally neither the linguistlo nor the ethnlo and political history of the 
Hungarians can be Investigated without referenoe to the background information 
contained In the history of the Chuvash language. 
Thus one oould be entitled to think that the history of the Chuvash 
lsngiuge Is one of the most carefully studied aspects of Turkology and Attalstics 
la general. But this is not the case. Though we do have fundamental works on sev-
eral speclflo and detail questions ot Chuvash linguistlo history, the baslo works 
themselves seem to be unduly negleoted. There is no serious aoademlo edition of 
any of the monuments of the history of the Chuvash language; most of them are not 
even published and not a tew are unknown at least to those soholars who are inter-
ested In the problems referred to above. 
This speclflo situation has , of course , I ts speolal oauses . If we dis regard 
sos t te r red g losses and proper names , there a r e two groups of written documents 
whloh contain linguistlo mater ia l concerning the history of the Chuvash language 
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and the dialects neares t to It . The f i r s t group consis ts of words and a very few 
sentences scat tered in eplgraphlcal texts written In Arabic and dated to the 13tb 
and 14th centur ies . Though most of them have been known for more then 260 y e a r s 
we a re only now in the position to undertake a thorough investigation of them 
because their ea r l i e r editions were unreliable. IX] 
To the second group pertain relatively late wordlists and texts col lected, 
wrttten and partly published In the 18th and the f i r s t half of the 19th century . The 
ear l ies t of these Is a short word-list eollected by the Swedish prisoner of war P h . 
I . STRAHLENBERG before 1721 and published In 1730 In his famous ' D a s Nord-
und Ostllohe Thell van Europa und A s i a ' [ l / a ] . F r o m the following period we know 
of the following i tems: 
collected published 
or compiled 
1. Materials published by O. F . 
MILLERI2) 1733 1758 
2. J , E . FISCHER'S two manuscripts , 
' N same a s No. 1, but r ea r ranged 
and commented(3] 
3. An answer to the questionnaire 





6 . A eulogy on the Empress Katharine!7] 
7. A g rammar edited by PUCEK-ORIQO-
BOVlC(8) 
8. Materials in PALLAS' ' R e l s e . . . * ( 9 ] 
9. The seoond edition of No. 7. [10] 
10. An occasional poem written in Kazan(ll) 
I I . Materials collected by K. MILKOVlfi[12] 
12-16. Word-l is ts drawn up according to 
the instructions of PALLAS and used 
for the compilation of No. 19. [13] 



















18, Ta ta r , Chuvash, Mordvln and word-list 
of DAMASK1N[15]-(16) 1785 
IB. The 'Sravnl te l 'nye slovari* erf Cathe-
r ine II. complied by PALLAS[17] 
20. Texts f rom the seminar of Nllegorod(18) 
21. A Chuvash catechism translated by 
J . RO£ANSKIJ|19] 
22. The L o r d ' s P r a y e r In Chuvash t r a n s -
lated by P . TAUEVl 20] 
23. Chuvash sermons by J . R02AN8ZKIJ121] 
24. The 2nd, r ea r ranged edition of No. 19(22] 
25. Religious texts t ransla ted by 
I . RUSANOVSKIJ (23) 
26. The L o r d ' s P r a y e r t ranslated by 
P . T. IVANOV (24) 
27. P r a y e r 8 t ranslated by Q .R02AN8-
KIJ 125) 
28. Conversation texts t ranslated by 
G.R02ANSKIJ and 
I . RUSANOVSKIJ(26) 
29. A Russlan-Chuvash-Mordvln-
Cheremls word-l is t (27) 
30. An occasional poem written in 
Kazan(28) 
31. Catechism translated by 
A.ALMAZOVI29) 
32. Chuvash-Tatar comparat ive word-
l i s t compiled by NEUMANNI30] 
33. Translation of the four Gospels under 
the guidance of P . TALIEV[31] 
34. Folklore texts collected by A.FUCHS(32) 1830-32 
35." Religious texts t ransla ted by S.ELPIDIN(33) 






in the 1790 's ( 
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With these texts ends the f i r s t period of the historical monuments and r eco rds on 
the Chuvash language. 
Hie second period saw the publication of such important works as the 
Chuvash g r a m m a r of VlSNEVSKIJ (1836) [3S|, the comparative Russian-Chuvash-
Hungarlan g rammar of E. DE&KD (18S6) (36), it also witnessed the fleldwork of 
two outstanding scholars , A. REGULY (1843, 1846) (37] and A. AHLQUI8T 
(1856-1857) 138), the l i te rary and solentlfio activity of S .M. MIHAJLOV 
(1821-1861) [39j. the publications of V.A.SBOEV (1856)[40) and the Russ ian-
Chuvash dictionary of V . P . GROMOV (before 1841) (41], to mention only those 
works which contain original Chuvash mater ia l . 
Between these two periods a small wordllst was oollected, in 1835, by 
F . A. VOLEGOV, a c lerk in the court of Count Stroganov. Previously — in 1833 — 
VOLEGOV (1790-1856) had collected a Permyak word-list of about 3.000 i tems 
which was published by K.R^DEI in 1968(42]. The Chuvash words a r e contained 
in a smal ler pentaglott wordllst where, beside the Chuvash and Russian Pe rmyak , 
ZUryen and Votyak words a r e l is ted. Both the great Permyak word-l is t and the 
pentaglott word-list were handed over to REGULY in 1843, and a r e now kept in 
the Department of Manuscripts and Old Books of the Library of the Hungarian 
Academy of Sciences, The lat ter under the sigla M. Nyelvtud 4/14/QI. 
In his above mentioned book K. RfcDEI drew attention to the hi therto 
unpublished Chuvash word-l is t . It will be published by my student Klfira AGYAGAsi, 
but 1 would like here to underline i ts importance for Chuvash studies by giving some 
examples. 
The phonemic system of Chuvash di f fers in many points f rom that of the 
other Turkish langauges. One factor influencing, the development of the present 
system was surely Flnno-Ugrlan linguistic contacts but. a l so some Important inner 
developments played a significant ro l e . This confused so much the shape of Chuvash 
that some scholars were inclined to see In it a Turkicized Flnno-Ugrlan language, 
others considered it impossible to find any regular correspondence between Chuvash 
and the other Turkish languages at least a s far a s Its vocallsm. was concerned. This 
impression was also strengthened by the inadequate description of Chuvash texts 
and words. The Cyrillic script used f rom the beginning to record the Chuvash 
language had evident shortcomings and could not distinguish in many ca s e s among 
phonologically relevant sounds, "Hits was mainly the situation before the or tho-
graphical r e f o r m of JAKOVLEV, who aimed at the construction of a phonemic 
ra ther than a phonetic orthography of Chuvash; he succeeded in his e f for t s In a 
measure unparallelled in any other orthography. The situation before JAKOV -
LEV' B r e f o r m was a lso rendered confused by the mixing of f o rms f rom the two 
main dialects of Chuvash, the Higher or Viryal and the Lower or Anat r i . F u r t h e r , 
over the cour se of t ime three cen t res were active in collecting and publishing 
Chuvash mater ia ls : NiiniJ Novgorod (now Gorki), Kazan and Simbirsk (now 
Uljanovsk). In all of th ree certain orthographical traditions developed and a s fa r 
a s we can judge, their slight differences also haAiper the work of reconstruct ing 
the Chuvash linguistic system of the 18th and ear ly 19th centur ies . In this context 
the word-list of VOLEGOV is of special interest . It contains Chuvash words 
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taken f rom the 'So£lnenija prinadle£aB£ija k grammatike fiuvaSskago jalzyka' 
compiled under the guidanoe of V. PUCEK-GRIGOROVlfi (1767, No. 7). As VOLE-
GOV h a s r e m a r k e d In his letter to REGULY dated on the 4th March of 1841 he 
"collected" (sobral) the Votyak and Chuvash words during "he changed horses at 
the post-stat ions in the regions of Vjatka and Kazan". He came to the conclusion 
that the Chuvash language — which in his t imes has been considered by most of 
the scholars a s a Flnno-Ugrio one — i s not related to ZUryen, Permyak and Votyak. 
We have to suppose that "collected" means "checked" since discrepancies 
between VOLEGOV's mater ia l and the 'Sofiinenija' a r e minimal . Thus we have 
in our hands a control of the 'Sofilnenlja' made by a linguistically untrained 
person 68 y e a r s a f te r Its publication. 
The alveolar spirant -x.- in Intervocalic position becomes systematically 
a media lenis spirant'In Chuvash. The older orthography denoted this by the 
Cyrillic let ter r, the new orthography used x, because this change is 
conditioned and thus the media lenis character is allophanic. Also VOLEGOV used 
r to render the allophone of - x - in Intervocalic position e . g . in the word 
" c o r a j n . "bearer (present orthograyphy c i n a j i which we shall t ransl i tera te 
in the following with Latin le t te rs ) . However In the case of the word saxan "raven", 
where we would expect In VOLEGOV's text * c i o r a H t we find instead c t o x a H b 
with the x denoting the tenuis spirant counterpart . This unexpected notation is 
corroborated by the 'Thesaurus ' of A&MARIN [43], where he gives in his phonetic 
transcription ¿¿han for the Viryal and SShan for the Anatrl dialect. We know that 
for several reasons A ¿MARIN's work has to be used with great caution, but in 
this case VOLEGOV and A&MARIN corroborate each other. And this gives us 
the key to the etymology of the word . ' It i s clearly a secondary form from an 
ear l ie r sotxan "gluttonous" derived f rom the verb sOt- "swallow". In fact we 
find beside the meaning "raven" for saxan also the meaning "glutton" a s well. The 
unvoiced character of the has been preserved by the preceding unvoiced - t - , 
and secondary voicing did not occur In most dialects until recent t imes . Since the 
word ¿ o t - / s a t - goes back to the P ro to Turkish form yut - "to swallow", well 
attested In old Turkish texts and modern dialects, we can reconstruct the proto 
form of the Chuvash word as'yutqan, an old Turkish name for the raven, hitherto 
unknown to me f rom other sources . 
The Russian word ¿OH K a "bar re l" became pidke in Chuvash. The 
front vocalic character Is somewhat puzzling and can only be explained by a sup-
posed and Intermediate form*pl6ka. VOLEGOV has this form a s n u m t a . 
All Turkish languages have for the word " r ich" bay or i ts regular deve-
lopments. It is only Chuvash and Mongolian which have an underlying form bayan 
which developed regulari ty in Chuvash Into puyan". This extended form was l -
dentical to the name of the famous Avar ruler Bayan and thus the history of the 
word is of wide historical in teres t . VOLEGOV has the longer form, but he also 
recorded the shorter form d y i/| both with the preservation of the Initial b - , 
though Turkish initial consistently became p- in Chuvash. This is also ref lected 
In VOLEGOV's material In such words as n p b "hail" < PT'buz n y p 3 9 
"flea" < PT*bur£a or n b i p b "throat" < PT *boraz etc. If ¿ y n is not a 
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mis take (it cannot be the verb puy- " to be r i c h " , beoause VOLEGOV quotes al l 
ve rbs In the' f i r s t person p re sen t , and never in their s tem f o r m . In this oa se the 
Sofiinenlja has buy " r i c h e s s " ) it r a i s e s the suspicion that In old Chuvash bay 
was the original word, and bayan i s a Middle Mongolian loanword, which gradual ly 
took the place of the original Turkish fo rm. In th is oase the name of Bayan can 
only be of Mongolian o r i g i n . 
It i s highly significant to the history of the Chuvash language that the 
consonant 1 became spirant and disappeared In ce r ta in posi t ions . On the o ther 
hand the pic ture i s obscured by the few c a s e s where ^ has been p r e s e r v e d . Two 
such examples a r e ftSlt&r " s t a r " f rom P T * yultuz and t i tan "gold" f r o m P T 
* a l tan . Now In VOLEGOV we find C b O ^ a p I . e . sodar with the meaning 
" s t a r " , where the -1- has disappeared. This could happen only through a f o r m 
»sovt&r which i s not a t tes ted , but Its paral lel f o rm for lltan i . e . lvtan can aotually 
be found in A§MARIN's Thesaurus . Thus the two data co r robora t e each o ther 
once more and we see that the tendenoy for ^ to disappear was a l so p r e sen t In 
Chuvash in these c a s e s . 
VOLEGOV's mate r i a l gives us the key to the h i ther to unsolved etymology 
of the word ¿antal&k "c l imate , weather" . JEGOROV[44] has proposed that the 
f i r s t pa r t of the word embodied the Pe r s i an Jahan "world" while the second was 
the Chuvash word talak "something round" a s in sultal&k "the round y e a r " o f . 
Bashkir yi l tatllege "the round y e a r " . This i s however impossible for semant ic 
and phonetic r e a s o n s . The right etymology was suggested by BUDENZ (45] who 
was , however, unable to solve the semantic and phonetic p rob l ems involved, 
BUDENZ connected the word with the demonstrat ive pronoun ¿ay,* sava and 
r e f e r r e d to a para l le l dialectal form savantalak with the s ame meaning. He a rgued 
that it meant " the one which is the re , f a r " . Now "c l ima te , weather" and " f a r " 
cannot be connected. Neither can the f i r s t syllable of santal&k be connected with 
sav or ¿ava. A f o r m ' ¿ a v a n - would have developed Into ¿un- . The re fo re 
RASANEN[46] r e j ec t ed BUDENZ's etymology and JEGOROV Joined h i m . 
But in the word- l i s t of VOLEGOV we find the fo rm c b O H g a n t>i* i . e . 
¿undalak, and not with the meaning "c l imate , weather" but a s He<So"sky". This 
solves both p rob lems connected with the etymology of BUDENZ. On the semant ic 
side It i s c l ea r that the sky was euphemistically cal led " the one fa r above" , a s 
kUk "the blue" Is a lso a s imi la r expression for " s k y " . As in many Mongolian and 
Turkish languages the words for "sky" and "weather" a r e the same and the 
res t r i c t ion to the second meaning i s recent . The phonetlcal s ide a l so became 
c l e a r . The original fo rm was ¿undat&k, the regu la r development f rom ¿av&+n+ta+ 
+tik. This is corrobora ted by ASMARIN, who c i t es the following data: ¿antal&k, 
¿antal&x, ¿av&ntavlak, sav&ntalak "pogoda, sve t " . In the Soiinenlja we find a l so 
the fo rm ¿antal&k cpn.aa.nbiK with the meanings "vek, svet ill v se lenna ja" , 
while in the g r a m m a r of VISHNEVSKIJ (1836) sandaflk " m i r , pogoda" i s given. 
Thus the regu la r development of - a v a - i . e . u can be found in the SoCinenija and 
at VOLEGOV, while the - a v a - > a development due to the s t r e s s on the syl lable 
a f t e r it and being originally a para l le l form to sundal&k became genera l ized . 
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These a re only a very few examples to indicate the value of the Chuvash 
word-list of VOLEGOV. I hope that the scholarly publication of this and other 
historical monuments of the Chuvash language will provide a solid fundation for 
a historical g rammar of Chuvash, which will be essential if all the problems 
whloh I have mentioned above a r e to be solved. 
Nit ta •• • , •  = = 
1. For more details set) my Introductory remarks la: RÖNA-TAS A . , — FODOR S . , Epigraphies , 
Bulgarlca IStudla Uralo-AItalca 1.1, Szeged 1673, pp. 10—40, and the bibliography given 
there pp. 177-188. 
l a . The name of the author was originally Tabbert. He was raised to the nobility in 1707'by King 
Charles XII who bestowed on him the family name, Stralenberg, In his works published in 
German he used the form Strahlenberg. The full title of his work runs: Das nord- und 
östliche Thell von Europa und As ia , In so welt so lches das gantze Russische Reich mit 
Elberlen und der grossen Tatarey in sich begrelffet . In einer historisch-geographischen 
Beschreibung der alten und neuern Zelten, und vielen andern unbekannten Nachrichten 
vorgestellet , NebBt einer noch nlemahls ans Licht gegebenen 'Tabula Polyglotta' von 
zwey un dreysslgerley Arten Tatarischer Völcker Sprachen und einem Kalmuckischen 
' Vocabularlo', Sonderlich aber einer grossen richtigen Land-Charte von den benannten 
Landern und andern verschiedenen Kupfferstichen, so die Aslatlsch-Scythlsche Antiquität 
betreffen; bey Gelegenheit der Schwedischen Kriegs-Gefangenschaft in Russland, aus 
eigenen sorgfältigen Erkundigung, auf denen verstatteten weiten Reisen zusammengebracht 
und ausgefertlget von Philipp Johann von STRAHLENBERG, Stockholm, in Vorlegung des 
Autorls, 1730. It i s possible that there existed a l so an other edition with an altered t i t le-
page, published in Leipzig. Reprint of the original in the s er i e s 'Studia Uralo-AItalca' , 
Ezeged 1970, contributed by J. BENJAMINS Amsterdam. There exist an English (1736, 
1736) a French (1757), a Spanish (1780) and a Russian translation of the book. The English 
version is somewhat altered. In some places It i s rearranged and complemented with 
additional remarks by Its translator. The French edition does not contain the complete 
text, however, it was published together with three smaller papers on the Mongols by other 
authors. The fy&nlsh translation follows the French one. The 6th, 7th and 8th chapters, 
and at a later date the 12th were translated Into Russian by TATliÖEV. There a l so 
exis ts a complete (?) Russian translation, which In spite of a number of references to it, 
has been never published. The manuscript of this translation has now been found and located 
by A . N . KONONOV(1972, 49)in the Rukopisnvl otdel Bibliolekl Akndemii nauk SSEIt,Leningrad. 
No. 1 6 . 1 3 . 1 8 . STRAHLENBERG was captured by the Russians In 1709 and was sent to 
Siberia. He arrived in Tobolsk on the 26th of August, 1711 and here he made the acquaint-
anceship of several scholars, among them TATlSCEV and MESSERSCHMIDT, lie stayed 
in Siberia until May 1722 arriving In Moscow at the beginning of 1723. In August he left 
Moscow and returned to Sweden on the 28th of August, 1723. Now the following question 
ar ises: when, where and from whom did he obtain his Chuvash material. We know that he 
returned to Russia for a second t ime, in 1736; in StPetersburu he learnt Tatar, Kalmuck 
and Chinese, but only after the publication of the above mentioned book. Doubts has been 
raised as to whether STRAHLENBERG himself collected the Kalmuck material (see 
KRUEGER's work cited below), and 1A connection with this, one has a lso to put the 
question whether his Chuvash material has been written down by himself . Answers to 
these questions will perhaps be given by the unpublished manuscripts of TATlScKV. In 
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his Introduction STRAHLENBERG mentions s e v e r a l s works which he could not Include In 
h is work because "Hatte Ich solohe Stücke zu gegenwart igem Hie l l brauchen wollen, wtlrde 
ich nicht al lein den P r a e n u m e r a t l o n s - P r e l s s haben htiher setzen mUssen, sondern e s würden 
auch die Herren Praenumeranten Uber den langern Verzug s ich sehr beschwert haben, 
nachdem sloh mit d i e s e m die Zeit schon welter hinaus gezogen , a l s ich anfänglich ver-
muthet habe" (C2v). l i i e r e does ex i s t an announcement f rom 1731 that the second volume 
of this book, evidently containing those mater ia ls , wi l l be published in 1732. But nothing 
Is known of th is second book. Among the works l i s ted by STOAHLENBERG la h i s Introcud-
tlon i tem No, 3 la- Relation e iner Re i se in die Kalmuckey nach den Torgauthischen 
Kaimucken ani Wolga-Strohm. There are three dif ferent r e v i e w s by TATlSCEV on 
. STRAHLENBERG's work: 1. 'Pr lmeSani |a na knigu, u&lnennuju gospodlnom Stralenbergom, 
imjanovannoj SevernoJ roatoóao] strany Evropy 1 A z l i , pefiatannoj v 1730 g , v Stokgol 'me 
(CGADA f . 199, 4 . 2 . N o . 4 , ROBAN 1 7 . 9 . 7 ) , 2. PrlmeSaniJa Tatl i f ieva na knigu 
Stralenberga: O Icalmykah, bolgarah, o narodah sarmat ikah, o baSkirah, o Tomane 1 
Tumeni , roksolanah, o Belo) 1 Őervoono) RossII ( C G A D A , Por t f e l ' MlUera f . 199, 
No. 46-13) , 3 . ' T a t l é í e v ' s observat ions on S trah lenberg ' s data on the Yakuts ' 
( L O A \ N f . 2 1 op. S, No. 149, s e e KONONOV 1 9 7 2 , 4 9 ) . It i s not quite Impossible 
that the second manuscript of TATlSÍEV r e f e r s to the second and lost book of 
ETRAHLENBERG. A great deal of r e s e a r c h work Is being c a r r i e d out Into STRAHLEN -
B E R G ' s l i fe and act iv i t ies ( s ee the works o f KRUEQER and JARRING c i ted below, and 
their bibliography ). At the present moment we are not in posit ion t o c o m e to definite 
conclusion concerning the origin of ETRAHLENBERG'a Chuvash mater ia l . In any c a s e 
It has to be dated prior to 1723 when be left R u s s i a . B i b l . : A . HÄMÄLAINEN, 'Nachrich-
ten der nach Sibirien verschickten Off iz iere Karls XII Uber d ie f lnn lsóh-ugr l sche Völker ' : 
JSFOu 49(1939) pp. I -S5; G . M . NOVLJANSKAJA.FIlIpp Iogann Straleiiberg, e g o rabo t y po 
l s s ledovani lu Slbirl l , Moscow-Leningrad 1969; G . JAROS, ' F . I . Tabbert-Stralenberg 
— sputnik iss ledovatel ja Slbirll D . G . MeseerSmidla": Izv. Sibirskogo Otd. AN SSSR, 
Eer. Obáó. nauk, 1968: 1, pp. 6 8 - 7 2 ; DOERFER 1965 , pp. 12 -13 ; J . R . KRUEGER, Tho 
Kalmyk-Mongolian Vocabulary in Stralenberg's Geography of 1730, Stockholm 1975; J . R . 
KRUEGER's Introduction to the 1976 Szeged reprint; G. JARRING, ' a r a h l e n b e r g in 
Schwedischer Literatur und Wis s e ns c ha f t ' , Eine bio-bibl iographlsche Ubersioht: UAJb 
48(1976) pp. 121-123. 
2. See h i s 'Sammlung Russ i scher Geschichte . Des dritten Bandes v i e r t e s Etueck: Nachricht 
von dreyen im Gebiete der Stadt Kasan wohnhaften heidnischen Völkern, den T s c h e r e m i -
schen , Tschuwaschen und Wotiacken, StPbg 1768, pp. 305 -412 . Some parts of th is work 
w e r e published ear l i er in the ' E l e m e s j a ő o y e so£lnenl]a k p o l ' z e 1 uvese lenl ju ' 
s l u l a é i i e ' , 1756, July , pp. 33-64 , 119-145. There e x i s t s a Russ ian translation from 
1791: 'Opisanie i i v u & l h v kazanskoj gubernll Jazytesklh narodov e t c . eoí inennoe G . F . 
Ml l l erom, imp, AN p r o f e s s o r o m po vozvrafi ienl l e g o v 1743 godulz KamSatko) ekspedic l i ' , 
StPbg 1791. G. F . MILLER, or to g ive the German f o r m of h i s name , Gerhard Fr iedr ich 
MUUer together with J . G . GMELIN took part , in the Great Eastern or Second Expedition 
to Kamchatka (1732-1734) , being member of the s o ca l l ed "continental branch" of that 
expedit ion. One of hiB tasks was to co l l ec t l inguistic mater ia l s and the Chuvash mater ia l 
he co l l ec ted in the Autumn of 1739 la Kazan, He published 275 w o r d s , 38 numera l s and 
the Chuvash text of the L o r d ' s P r a y e r . His manuscr ipts can be found in CGADA and 
IX3AAN. B i b l . : M . I . BORGOJAKOV, 'Sbornik G . F . Mi l lera po t jurkskim Jazykam 
Slbir l l ' : Tiurkskaja lekslkologlja 1 lekslkograflja 1971, pp. 122-130; JEGOROV 1949, 
pp. 111-142; GORSKIJ 1959, p . 27; DOERFER 1965, pp. 13-14; PETROV 1967, p . 1 0 0 ; 
SERGEEV 1S69, pp. 232-234; ALEKSEEV 1970, p. 203; SERGEEV 1972, pp. 49 -50 ; 
•KONONOV 1972, pp. 52-53; HOVDHAUGEN 1975 pp. 271 -286 . 
3. The t it le of the Göttingen MS runs: Vocabularlum continent trecenta vocabula triglnta quatuor 
gentium, m a x i m o ex porte Slbiriearum, Cod. m s , phi lo l . Güttingen 2G1. F a c s i m i l e 
edition In DOERFEn 1965, The Leningrad MS Is inLOAAN,Razr)ad III, op. 1 , No. 135. 
J . E. FISCHER was a friend of SCHLÖZER and a col laborator with G. F. MlLl .E l l . llu 
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- donated the Göttlngen MS to the Historical Institute of Oüttlngen In 1756. There ex is t 
s evera l opinions concerning the origin of FISCHER'S mater ia l . According to BARTOL'D 
(Istori)a Izuienl ja Vostoka v Evrope 1 R o s s l i 2 , L. 1925 ,215 ) the material was In fact 
co l lec ted by TATlSCEV and given to FISCHER before 1725. ADELUNQ wri tes (Catheri -
nens der G r o s s e n Verdienste urn die vergle iohende Sprachkunde, StPbg 1815, p. 21) that 
the mater ia l was co l l ec ted by FISCHER h imse l f . DOERFER suggested (1965 ,12) that 
the bas ic (Russ ian, German) l i s t w a s oomplled by FISCHER and g iven to TATlSCEV, 
who arranged it for the co l lect ion of the mater ia l which then w a s written up by 
FISCHER, perhaps with addition of h i s own mater ia l s and those of MESSERSCHMIDT. 
L . P . 8ERGEEV was the f i r s t , to recognize that the Chuvash mater ia l of MILLER and 
FISCHER Is pract ical ly Identioal (1969 , 228-263 but' GULYA be le lved that FISCHER's 
material la h i s original co l lect ion pointing out that the Göttlngen MS contains severa l 
important e tymological observat ions written by FISCHER s e e CULYA.'s work below). 
HOVDHAUGEN (1975) made a detai led study of these Chuvash m a t e r i a l s of MILLER and 
FISCHER, concluding that they a r e essent ia l ly the s a m e . Now two quest ions of detail have 
been c l eared up. A . P . FEOKTISTOV (1stoki mordovsko) p i s ' m e n n o s t l , M. 1968, pp. 
8 6 - 8 8 ) found MILLER'S lnsruct lons to FISCHER when the latter w a s sent "in plaoe of 
him" (CGADA f . 1 9 9 , P o r t f e l ' Mi l l er s ) . To this Mi l ler appended a tematical ly arranged 
l is t of about 700 words In Russian and German. This latter was published in 1900 (Ebornik . 
Mutela po antropologll 1 étnografi l pri AN I, pp. 37-108) . By col lat ing the Göttlngen and 
Leningrad MSS KONONOV (1972, p . 54) showed that the.Gtittingen MS must be the draft 
copy and that the Leningrad ME Is In many parts different from the GOttlngen ME. He a l s o 
quotes MILLER (Istorija Akademll nauk Q . F . MILLERa. E prodol ienl jami I . G . 
ETRITTERa: Materlaly <H]a Istoril imp. Akademll nauk VI, (1890) p. 288), who wr i tes 
that he (MILLER) gave the mater ia l s co l lec ted on the Instructions of TATlSŐEV to 
FISCHER who presented them to the Historical Institute of GBtttngeq. By comparing the 
Chuvash mater ia l of the Göttingon and Leningrad MEE and the material published by 
MILLER o r , at l eas t those parts concerned with the Chuvash mater ia l , I can corroborate 
the statement of KONONOV. H i e GUtingen MS Is much c l o s e r to MILLER's material than 
Leningrad MS. B lb l . : DOERFER 1965; SEROEEV 1969, pp. 228-263; KONONOV 1972, 
pp. 53-55 HOVDHAUGEN 1975 , 274-286 and GULYA J . . 'A magyar nyelv e l s ő e t i m o -
lógiai s zó tára ' IThe f irs t etymologicaly dictionary of the Hungarian language]: A magyar 
nyelv története As rendszere : Nyelvtudományi Értekezések 58(1987) pp. 8 7 - 9 0 . 
The quest ionnaire c o n s i s t e d of three parts . The f irs t 107 ques t ions w e r e connected with h i s tory , 
geography, s t a t i s t i c s and economy: quest ions Nos 108-197 concerned ethnography. To th i s 
a word l i s t w a s added with the a im of obtaining the equivalents to the local languages . The 
quest ionnaire was compl ied by TATlSCEV in 1736, w a s submitted to the Russ ian Academy 
in 1737 and distributed In the s a m e y e a r . The last part , concerning the l lngustio mater ia l , 
was entitled: ' Leksikon,aofiinennyj dija prlpislvanlja Inojazyönyh s lov obreta)uS£lhs|a v 
R o s s l i narodov dija k'otorogo vybrany tokmo takle s lova , kotorye v prostom narode up-
o t r e j a e m y ' . The provlnolal chancel lery of f ice of Simbirsk sent an answer to the q u e s -
tionnaire which can be found now In the Arch ives of the Soviet Academy (fond 2 1 , op. 5, 
No 149) under the t i t le 'Vedomos t ' Slnbtrsko] provincial 'no) kanoeljarl ui lnennaja v 
otvet na voprosnye punkty, kotorye JavstvuJut v prislanno) s predlo lenl ja kopl*. It was 
written by V. BELOUBOV and s igned by I. MURAMCOV and M. BAÍENOV. The a n s w e r s 
to the ques t ions contain s o m e Chuvash words , t e r m s and geographical n a m e s . On the 
Chuvash linguistic: material contained In the a n s w e r s s e e DMITRIEV I960, pp. 270-273 , 
280-186 . On the mater ia l s connected with the third part i . e . the word- l i s t , s e e Nos . 3 - 4 . 
I would remark here that a part from the w o r d - l i s t s connected with the name of T A -
TlSCliVK.A. KONDRATOVIŐ a l s o has compiled a Chuvash-Russian word- l i s t In about ' 
1737-1738, but Its fate i s unknown (see KONOJJOV 1972, p. 72; Bioblbl. 1974, p. 193). 
There a l s o e x i s t s an Interesting ethnographical descript ion of Chuvashia from 1710. In 
this year N . I . DELIL' lead an expedition to Berezov to observe the pass ing of the 
planet Mercury In front of the sun. T. KÖNIGSFELD wrote an account of this expedition 
and this and h i s diary were published In French in 1779, Amsterdam in volume XXIV of 
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'Histoire generate des voyages ' . The manuscript of D E U L ' s acoount and the diary of 
KÛN1GSFELD, translated from German Into French was given by prince l . A . DOUJORU-
KOV to the Russian Goegraphlcal Soolety In 1849. It was described by V. Ja . STRUEV 
In the 'Zaplskl Geografiêeskogo O b t e s t va' 111(1849) pp. 60-67. and used by P . P . 
PEKARSKIJ In his work: 'Pute tes tv ie akademlka Nikolaja Iostfa Delllja v Berezov v 1740 
godu' . The original was studied by BMITRIEV (see DMJTRIEV 1960, pp. 277-279, 
299-302) according to whom the original text contains a great deal of data not or not 
correct ly cited by the French and Russian vers ions . On the questionnaires of TATlSCtV 
and the answer from Simbirsk, see a l so M. NOGMAN, XVII-XVin yBzlerdege r u s i a -
latarda kul'Jazma si lzlekler, Kazan 1969, pp. 27-29, 
5. Compiled on the initiative of TATIÉÔEV In the uezd of Simbirsk by V. BELOUSOV, (10AAN f. 
21, op. S. No. 149). Blbt. : DMITRIEV 1960, pp. 270-298; PETROV 1967, p. 100; 
SERGEEV 1969, pp. 232-233; KONONOV 1972, p. 74. 
6 . A l so compiled on the Initiative of TATlSCEV In the same regions a s No. S. Blbl. : DMITRIEV 
- I 9 6 0 , pp. 270-307; PETROV 1967, p. 100. 
7. 'Pelmestapar abir' t |o mln' baras p a r n ) a . , . ' Written In the theological seminary of Kazan 
on the occasion of the visit of Catherine II. Published In :'Duhovna)a ceremoolja proizvo-
divâajasja vo vremja vsevoidelennejâego prlautstvlja eja Imperatorskogo Vel lCestva . . . 
Ekateriny vtoryja v Kazone', 1767. The text Is republished In 9ROTKIN, Ic. Blbl.: 
GOHSKU 1959, p. 30; SIROTKIN 1967, p. 10; V.-Ja. KANJUKOV, Ol fo l 'k lora k p l s ' m e n -
nosti , éeboksary 1971, p. 13; SERGEEV 1972, p. 59. 
H, Soiinenila prinadle2a№le k grammatlke tuvaBskogo Jazyka, StPbg 1769, second edition 1775. 
This work, the first grammar of a Turkish language written In Russia was compiled In 
the theological seminar in Kazan under the guidance of the bishop of Kazan and Svllaisk 
Venjamln, - V.G. Pucek-Urigorovlg, — a s stated by DMITRIEV (see blbl . ) . This work 
was transleted Into French by P . C h . LKVE&jUE ('Grammaire abrégé de la langue des 
Tchouvaches' : JA 1825, pp. 213-224, 207-278). Klaproth' s paper was based on this 
work : 'Comparaison de la langue des Tchouvaches avec l e s Idiomes turks': JA 1828. pp. 
237-240. Blbl.: JEGOROV 1951; GORSKIJ 1959, pp. 27-30; DMITRIEV 1967, pp. 153-
1S2; SERGEEV l'JG'J, pp. 228-232; PETROV 1967, p, 100; ALEKSEEV 1970, pp. 204-
207; SEItGEEV 1972, pp. 53-54; KONONOV 1972, p. 181; Blobtbl. 1974, pp. 240-241, 
H. Kelse (lurch verschiedene l'rovin/.en des Russischen Relchs, I. FtPbg 1771, pp. 86-93, the 
Russian edition was published in 1733 (the five volumes In German 1771-1776, In Russian 
1773-1788). PALI.AS visited the Chuvash regions in 1768 and 1769, see KONONOV 1972, 
p. 56. 
10. Fee N». ». 
11. 'Aval toxine (jure nsla a t t z j a n e . . . . ' Written on the occasion of the opening ceremonies of the 
theological seminar in Kazan. Published ln:'So£lnenl)a v proze 1 s t l h a h . . . na raznyhJazykov 
govorennye', Kazan 1781. Blbl.: SIROTKIN 1967, p. 11. (reproduction of the text); 
SERGEEV 1972. p. 59. 
12. The land-surveyor K. MI1.KOVK' col lected materials on the Bolgars and Chuvash, Ills manu-
script i s dated to I 7K:I, but It was published .first in 1827, then by MAGNICK1J, later 
NIKOI.SKIJ has a l so dealt vith this manuscript. II contains prayers , the names of gods 
and art ic les of clothing Blbl . : Mil'kovlf o CuvafSah' : SevernyJ Arhlv 1827, c . 27 
No 9, 47-67, No. 10 120-139, No. 11, 210-232; N. V. N1KOLSKIJ, ' Étnograflfesklj 
o ierk Mi l 'kovl ia , pist i ic i ' la .Will vck.i o iuv.-iSnli ' : IOAIE 22(11)0«), pp. I-:>7. The 
1827 edition was reeditcd by MAGNICKIJ in 1888, under the title 'O iuvaSah' . See also: 
' i s tor lograf i ieskoe oplsanie o Kazansko) gubernil kapltana M l l ' k o v i i a ' : IOAIE 14:5(1898), 
13. The f irs! In it Hush fan-Chuvash wordlisl and has four colums. In the first are l isted the Russian 
words. The second contain» the Chuvash equivalents given by V. KOSTYÔOV with the help 
ol the official dragoman I. ALEKSEEV. The third'column contains the translations sug-
gested by the Archbishop ANTONIN. The last column contains the correct ions and sug-
gest ions made by I. ALEKSEEV. (LOAAN f. 94, op.2 , No. 120) Bibl.: SERGEEV 1969,pp. 
230-20.1; SEHGEKV 1972, pp. 54-50; KONONOV 1972, p. 80. The second wonliist In an 
iiugmenied version of the former . The additions were made on the request of PALLAS. 
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U ) A A N f . 04 , op. 2 , No 121) . B i b l . : SERGEEV 1969, pp. 2 3 6 - 2 6 3 ; SERGEEV 1972, pp. 
5 4 - 5 0 ; KONONOV 1972 , p . « 0 . The third l i s t i s e n t i t l e d : 'Sp i sok r u s s k i h s lov a 
p e r e v o d o m na t e r e m i s s k i ] , Cuv:ifiskij I m o r d o v s k i j Jnzyki ' . It wns c o m p i l e d by M. 
BEi&EKIN ( B e k t u r i n , SERGEEV g i v e s the n a m e a s Bekdor in) . til f . op. 2. No . 112) , 
B i b l . : SERGEEV 19(10, pp. 2 3 6 - 2 0 3 ; SERGEEV 1972 , pp. 5 4 - 5 6 ; KONONOV 1972, 
pp. 80; Biobtbl . 1071 , p . 120 . The fourth l i s t h a s the t i t l e : "Spisok r u s s k i h s lov 
H pi-ruviMloiii na ¿urcmiHski j , cuvaXskij , m o r d o v s k i j I vot iocki j I n z y k f . T h i s wns a l s o 
c o m p i l e d bv IIKS(*KltlN. and II Is in facl an augmented v e r s i o n of the f o r m e r (I.OAAN 
f . 94 , op . 2 , N o . 1 1 1 ) . B i b l . : SERGEEV 1969 , pp. 2 3 6 - 2 6 3 ; KONONOV 1972, p . 80; 
SEROEEV 1972, pp. 5 4 - 5 6 ; B i o b i b l . , 1974 , p . 120 . The la s t l i s t Is a copy of the 
f o r m e r .with a number of unimportant c o r r e c t i o n s (LOAAN f . 9 4 , o p . 2 , No. 122). B i b l . : 
SERGEEV 1969, pp. 2 3 6 - 2 6 3 ; SERGEEV 1972 , pp. 5 4 - 5 6 ; KONONOV 1972, p . 8 0 . 
T h e r e a r e about 90 words which w e r e not taken o v e r by P A L L A S ; s o m e f igure in the 
' S r a v n l t e l ' n y e s l o v a r l 1 in an a l t e r e d f o r m . On the other hand t h e r e a r e s o m e w o r d s 
In the ' S r a v n l t e l ' n y e s l o v a r l ' which do not f i g u r e tn t h e s e l i s t and which have to be 
t h e r e f o r e f r o m other s o u r c e s . 
14. S lovar Jazyka SuvaJakogo (ROGPB E r m i t a t n a j a No. 222) , unknown a u t h o r . T h i s Is the l a r g e s t 
word l l s t f rom th i s p e r i o d , c o n t a i n s about 3 . 0 0 0 w o r d s . B i b l . : JEGOROV 1 9 4 9 , 1 2 4 - 1 3 0 ; 
KONONOV 1972, 94 . 
1 5 - 1 6 . The full t i t l e r eads : S lovar' jazykov raznyh narodov i NUtegorodskoj ¿parhl l obltaJuSdih, 
imjanno R o s s l j a n , T a t a r , Cjuvaftej. Mordvy I C e r e m i s . P o v y s o i a j f i e m u s o l z v o l e n i j u i 
pove l en i ju EJa l m p e r a t o r s k o g o V e l l 6 e s t v a premudro) Gosudarynl Ekateriny A l e k s e e v n y , 
l m p e r a t r i c y 1 s a m o d e r i l c y v s e r o s s i j s k o j , po al favltu ot zna |uS6ih onyja Jazyki 
sv )aS iennlkov I s e m i n a r i s t o v pod p r i s m o t r o m preosvjaSfcennogo Damask ina , ep i skopa 
N i t e g o r o d s k o g o I A l a t o r s k o g o , s o i i n e n n o ) 1785 goda . T h e r e e x i s t two c o p i e s of t h i s 
important and frequent ly c i t ed work . The f i r s t copy i s In the HOGPB (LYmlta inaja 
No 223) . The s e c o n d which w a s the draft copy i s now in the A r c h i v e s of the Gorki 
( f o r m e r l y N t i e g o r o d ) r e g i o n . (Kol lekc i ja Nifcegorodskoj gubernskoj uCenoj arhivnoj 
k o m i s s i , f. 2013 , o p . 6 0 2 , d . 187 and 186) in two v o l u m e s . T h i s s e c o n d copy Is 
m o r e c o m p l e t e and a l s o conta ins a Volyak w o r d - l i s t . The Chuvash mater ia l was 
c o m p i l e d by J . R 0 2 A N S K 1 J , G. ROZANSKIJ, I. RUSANOVSK1J and P . T A U E V . The 
l a y - n a m e of Damskin w a s D. S e m e n o v - K u d n e v . B ib l . : JEGOROV 1949; GORSKIJ 1 9 5 9 , • 
p . 31; SERGEEV 1972, pp. 5 7 - 5 9 and A . P . FEOKT1STOV, R u s s k o - m o r d o v s k i j slovar", 
M. 1971 . 
17. S r a v n l t e l ' n y e s l ovar l v seh Jazykov . . L lnguarum tot ius o r b i s vocabularla c o m p a r a t i v a . Cather ine 
II began her l ingust ic s t u d i e s under the inf luence of L o m o n o s o v and l . e ihnlz . She used 
the c o m p a r a t i v e w o r d - l i s t s of D u m a r e s q u e and B a c m e l s t e r and a l s o obtained m a t e r i a l s 
f r o m F . Nikola i . Later s h e Instructed the c l e r g y and the c i v i l admini s tra t ion to gather 
further m a t e r i a l s . A f t e r a whi le the E m p r e s s t i r ed of the work and entrus ted it to the 
natura l i s t P a l l a s . P a l l a s planned h i s r e s e n r c h in 1785 , he c o m p i l e d ins truct ions in 1781! 
and appended t o them a w o r d - l i s t of 442 i t e m s in R u s s i a n , G e r m a n , Latin and F r e n c h . 
T h i s l i s t was sent to the c l e r g y , the c i v i l admin i s t ra t ion and to Russ ian d ip lomats abroad . 
On the R u s s i a n t i t l e - p a g e the date of the f i r s t vo lume i s 1787, on the l.atin 1780. The 
s e c o n d volume d a t e s f r o m 1789, In th i s the Afr i can and A m e r i c a n languages are included. 
The Chuvash m a t e r i a l f i g u r e s among the F i n n o - U g r i c languages under the number 0 1 , 
B i b l . : SERGEEV 1959 , pp. 235-2:16; KONONOV 1972, pp. 8 4 - 8 8 . 
18. D e | s t v i e n l i e g o r o d s k o ) duhovno) Kemlnari i , p r o l s h o d i v S e e vo ono| pri okontanl i godiCnogo niun i j a 
v p r i s u t s t v i l . . . Damaskina episkopa N i i e g o r o d s k o g o 1 A l a t o r s k o g o . . . i p r o t i h znantenityh 
o s o b . , . 1 7 8 8 - g o goda ljunja 3 0 - g o dnja. C o m p o s i t i o n s in Chuvash . Now in the Stale 
A r c h i v e s of the Gorki ( f o r m e r l y N i i e g o r o d ) t e r r i t o r y (f. 201.1, op.(¡O'J, No. 1450). 
B i b l . : SERGEEV 1972, pp. 5 9 - 6 0 (with a short p a s s a g e in addition ). 
19 . Kratkij k a t i h i z l s perevedennyj na fiuvaSskil ¡azyk s 'nabl judeniem r o s s i j s k o g o i t u v a S s k o g o 
pros tored i ja radl udobnejSego onago pozvanlja vospr i |avSih svjatoi! kref i i ienie . ( \ ) mp 11 ri i 
by J . ROfcANSKIJ in the s e m i n a r y of N i i e g o r o d . Pub l i shed in Kll'bg 1MU". H i e MS i s 
now in the Adelung c o l l e c t i o n (ROGPI1, f 7, n r l i . Adelunga No .a i i ) . I l i l i l . : I 'KTltdV 
146 
166 
1967, p. 104; KONONOV 1972, p. 79. 
20. Attja-tora pjuljut. (In the Archives of the CuvafskiJ Nauino-Issledovatel'sklJ Instltut, fond. 
N . v . Nlkol 'ekogo t . 182, p. 139). Blbl.: QORSKU 1959, p. 30 (text); SERGEEV 1972, 
p. 50. 
21. Redl dl)a perevodu na CuvaSsklJ Jazyk. Remark an the MB: Re«u, aveo la lettre de S. E. I' Evique 
Damaskindu 12 Decembre 1780 (ROGPB f. 7, arh . Adelunga, No 26-15). Ribl. SERGEEV 
1972, p. 79; KONONOV 1972, p. 56. 
22. Gravnltel'ny) slovar' vseh Jazykov 1 narefii) poazbutnomu raspoloieanyj I-IV. Published by 
F . I . JANKOVl£ de Mlrlevo, StPbg 1790-1791. The Chuvash language Is here already 
Included among the Turkish languages. Blbl . : KONONOV 1972, p. 88. 
23. Blmvol very. The MS has been received on the 16th January, 1791. (ROGPB f. 7, arh. Adelunga 
No 26 ,18 /1 ) . Blbl . : KONONOV 1972, p. 79. 
24. Molitva Otce nai na CuvaSskom Jaiyke (ROGPB f . 7 , arh. Adelunga No .20 ,13 ) . Blbl.:KONONOV 
1972, p. 78. 
25. Molitva vostav <« ana. Molitva othodja ko snu. Molitva pered obedom. Molitva posle obech 
(ROGPB [ . 7 , arh. Adelunga No 20 ,14 ) B lb l . : KONONOV 1972, p . 79; SERGEEV 1972, 
p. 56 (according to SERGEEV one prayer was supplied by 1. RUSANOVSiqj) . 
26. 'Slova, vzjatye lz francuzskih razgovorov ross l j sk le s ftuvaiskim raspololennye po urokam.' 
130 lessons (ROGPB f . 7 , arh. Adelunga No 20, 16). Blbl . : SERGEEV 1972, pp. 56-57; 
KONONOV 1072, p. 79, 
27. Ruasko-tuvaSsko-mordovsko-ieremissklJ alovarlk. Author unkonwn. (ROGPB r. 7, arh. 
Adelunga No. 20,20) . Blbl.: KONONOV 1972, p. 79. 
28. Payan eblr' apla talnatpar. Nine line* written on the ocoaslon of the birthday of the Bishop of 
Kazan, AmvroslJ In which the students acknowledge with gratitude the generosity of the 
Bishop. Blbl,: 8IROTKIN 1967, p. 11 (text); SEROEEV 1972, p. 59. 
29. Russian title: Bukvar s sokraMennym katehlzlsom na ross l j skom I iuvaSskom Jazykah. Chu-
vash title: PlDlkse katlhlzls . The f irst 12 pages contain the Cyril l ic and Arabic 
alphabets and give some Instructions a s to their use . Blbl . : GORSKIJ 1959, p. 34; 
PETROV 1967, p. 104; SERGEEV 1972, pp. 61-62; KONONOV 1972, p. 185. 
30. The MS has the title: Wttrtersammlung zur Verglelchung des Tschuwaschlschen mlt dem 
Tatarlschen von Hofrath Neumann, The text was republished with minor alterations in: 
Per lod l i e skoe soi lnenle o uspehah narodnogo prosveKenlJa 42(1917) pp. 34-63. The 
MS: ROGPB f . 7 , arh. Adelunga N o . 2 0 - 1 9 . Blbl . : KONONOV 1972, p. 79 (without 
mention of Its publication). 
31. Svtatof Evangel' Matfejran, Markraa, Lukflran, lonnran da fiuvai £ i lge s loe sjavlrza xani . 
This translation was sent by Fraehn to Schott, who used It In his Chuvash grammar . 
Blbl . : PETROV 1967, pp. 104-105. 
32. Zaplskl Ateksandry Fuks o iuvaSah 1 i e r e m l s a h KazanskoJ Gi iwrn l l , 1840. A . FUCHS co l l ec ted 
ber material la the y e a r s 1830-38 and a l so Included In her volume texts col lected by O . P . 
OZNABI&N, hovewer not always oorrect ly . Blbl . : GOR8KLJ 1959, p. 36 (with quota-
tions); S1ROTMN 1967, pp. 12-14. 
33. Naiatkl hrlstlanskogo ufienlja ill kratkaja sv)aUenna)a lstorlja 1 kratklj katehlzls na Suvalskom 
Jazyke s prlsovokuplenlem kratklh pravil dlja dtenlja. Tills work was an Important step 
In the evolution of Cyrllllo Chuvash orthography and served a s a model tar VlftnevsklJ. 
Blbl . : PETROV 1967, p. 105; SERGEEV 1972, pp. 61 - 62 . 
34. Published In the )ournnl ZavoliskiJ MuraveJ 3(1833). With the note: l i i u v a l Fedl . Fedl 1« 
the first known Chuvash s inger . OZNABl&N's other mater ia ls were given to A. FUCHS, 
. s ee No. 34, 
35. Naiertanle pravil ¿uvaflskogo Jazyka I s l o v a r ' , sostavlennyja dlja duhovnyh u6111S6 KazanskoJ 
¿parhl, Kazan 1838, A preliminary publication of certain sect ions can be found in 
Zavoliskl) Murave) 1832 III No. 20, 1255-57. This work was reviewed by a certain 
G. S, (perhaps O. S. Sabukov) in: Udenye Zaplskl Kazanskogo Unlverslteta 1837, 1 pp. 
130-168 and on this work was based SCHOTTs grammar,SCHOTTs obtained his copy 
from Frnehn. Blbl . : GORSKIJ 1989, pp. 34-36; PETROV 1967, p. 105; ALEKSEEV 
1970, pp. 207-216; SERGEEV 1972, pp. 62-63; KONONOV 1972, p. 187. 
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36. E, DESKO, Vengerskaja grammatika a ruasklm tekstom 1 v sravnenll s őuvaÍBklm 1 í e r e m l s k l m 
Jazykom, Simbirsk 1866, DESKŐ rejected the Flnno-Ugrlan relationship of the Hungarian 
language and he wrote his book to prove his point. Since he thought that Chuvash Is a 
Finno-Ugrian language he contrasted Chuvash and Hungarian to demonstrate that there i s 
no relationship between them. Deskó wrote hia work in 1854 in Simbirsk where he 
wa* a teacher In the local gymnasium. Bibi.: LIGETI L . , 'Deskó Endre csuvaB-magyar 
nyelvhasonllt ísa' ( Endre Deskó's comparative linguistic studies in Chuvash and Hungarianl : 
Körösi Csorna Archívum 71/1921-1923) pp. 319-320), ALEKSEEV 1970, pp. 218-217. 
37; REGULY'B material was published by J . BUDENZ, who a l so wTote a grammatical treatise on 
Chuvash drawing on REGULY's records and some publications obtained by REGULY. 
One of the Chuvash scholars who worked most c lose ly with REGULY was S.MIHAJLOV. 
See: BUDENZ J . , 'Reguly csuvaa példamontatal' IThe Chuvash sample sentences of 
Regulyl! NyK 2(1863) pp. 189-280; 'Két osuvas roese' (Two Chuvash tales) : NyK 16(1880) 
pp. 157-164. ' Csuvas közlések i s tanulmányok' I - m | A grammatical treatise on Chuvash): 
N y K 1 ( 1 8 6 2 ) p p . 2 0 0 - 2 6 8 , 3 5 3 - 4 3 3 , N y K 2 ( 1 8 6 3 ) p p . 1 5 - 6 8 . R E G U L Y ' s m a t e r i a l i s p a r t l y 
included in AsMARIN't Thesaurus. 
38. AHLQUIST collected his material in the years 1856 -57 . His still unpublished material cons i s t s 
of a Russian -Chuvash word-l ist , a Chuvash-Russian word- l i s t , a Chüvash-Swédlsh word-
l is t , Chuvash texts , among them a text entitled: Kratkoe oplsanie íuvaásklh sueverlj 
written by the archdeacon Aleksandr Protopopov of Spaask. Blbl. : 'Aus einem Briefe 
, des Candldaten Aug. Ahlqulst an Herrn A, Schiefner': Mélanges r u s s e s m , pp. 266-
285,originally published In: Bulletin de la Classe hlstorlco-phllologique de I'Academle 
Imp. de Sciences de St. Peterbourg 14 (1857) pp. 145-160 . The letter was read on 
the 22nd August, 1856. See a l so A. AHLQUIST, 'Ensimäinen.matka-kertomus': 1856 
118571 pp. 215-237; 'Tolnen matka kertomus': ibid 1856 |1857| pp. 238-252. The 
first i s a somewhat expanded version of his letter written to SCHIEFNER, dated 6th 
August, 1856, the second letter is dated l'Jth Februarv, 1857, Ardatov, Fimbrisk 
Gouvernment. AIIUJUIST's unpublished material is now in the Institute of Finno-Ugrian 
Studies, Helsinki University and in the Archives of the Finnish Lltlerarv Society. 
39. On S,M. MIHAJLOV, the most Important figure in early Chuvash cultural history, see the 
volume dedicated to his activities: S.M. Miha)lov pervy) CuvaSsklj étnograf, istorik i 
p i sate l ' . Sbornik statej, Ceboksary 1973 containing 8 papers. Among others he worked 
with REGULY and AHLQUIST. One of his most important works i s Cuvaískle razgayory 
i sknskl I .! I sostavlennye Splrldonom M ihaj lovym. Kazan 1853. A copy of this book with 
AHLQUIST'a notes can be found umbug the AHLQl'IST's papers (Suomalaiscn 
Kirjalllsuuden Seuran Arhtsto A 98, No 4297 f), see further SIROTKIN 1067, pp. 18-30. 
10. lssledovanlja ob inorodcah kazansko) gubernll. Zametkl o êuva&h. Kazan 1856. here 8 Chuvash 
folksongs. This was the main source for VÂMBÉRY's paper: 'A csuvasokról' |On the 
Chuvash]: Értekezések a nyelv- é s irodalomtudományok köréből 11.5 (1883)pp. 1-50, 
See a l so Ungarische Revue 1883, IV. Further GORSKIJ 1959, pp. 37-38; SERGEEV 
1972, pp. 64-65. 
41. I found the first reference to GROMOV in AHLQUIST'a above cited letter to SCHIEFNER 
where he writes "Zweitens zog mich der Umstand hin, dass der Geistliche Gromuu 
hier (in Kozmodemjansk) lebl, welcher eine Reihe von Jahren an einem Tschu-
waschischen Wörterbuch gearbeitet hat, das er vor mehreren Jahren )iandschriltlich 
nach Ht, Petersburg sandte, wo e s 'post varlos casus ' an die Akademie der Wissen-
schaften gelangt ist" We know from SERGEEV that the work was passed by the censor 
In 1842 (SERGEEV 1972, p. 69). In the Archives of N .V. Nikotski) kept in the Naufino-
l s s ledovate l ' sk l j Institut, Őeboksary (otd. 1, No. 182) there is a Russian-Chuvash dic-
tionary, in which notes have been added by more than one person at a later date, 'ihe 
first: Slovar se) rassmatrival öeboksarskogo uezda, sela Jandiâeva svjaâôennik l'etr 
Vasllevskl], The second: i'rinndleilt Paviovu f edorov iéu Moikinu • lass Kazan' 
Mostova)a. SobvstvennyJ dom. Then in the hand of Nikolskl): Nastoja&éij s lovar e s t ' 
kopija s ¿uv. - r u s . slovarja V . P . Viánevskogo, napeéatannogo v koncé grammntikl, 
N. N-i) , 25,1.19111 Somebody dele ted this am' wrote: Nas to ja íó i i s l ova r ' est 
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verojatno r u s s . - i u v . alovar' V . P . Gromova. Aocordlng to SERGEEV ( l o c . c l t . ) 
th is U 6 Is not Oromov'a. On GROMOV sea further V. MAGNICIOJ, Materlaly k 
ob"|asnenlJu e u r o ) i u v a i s k o | very . Kazan 1881, pp. 237-238; V. MAGMCKU, 
SvJaKfennlk Vasl l l ) PetrovlS Gromov, Kazan 1884 (here are o l ted two l e t t e r s f rom 
OROMOV to ZOLOTNICKIJ. the f i rs t dated 1868). B l b l . : SERGEEV 1972 , 6 8 - 7 1 . 
42. P e r m j a k l s o h e s Wörterverze ichnis aus dam Jahre 1833 auf Grund der Aufzeichnungen P . A . 
Wolegows , Budapest 1968. 
43 . e i o v a r ' i u v a l s k o g o Jatyka XIU, 1S37, p . 52. 
44. V . O . EGOROV, f t l m o l o g t t e s k l j s lovar ' i u v a g s k o g o Jazyka. Ceboksmry 1964, pp. 2 0 2 - 2 0 3 . 
45. ' C s e r e m l s z tanulmlnyok' : NyK 3 (1864), p . 413. 
46. ' D i e t i ehuwass laohen Lehnwörter Im T a c h e r e m l s s l s c h e n ' : M8FOu 47 (1920) p. 187. . 
• W l a i n p M u l «hbravtatiMi 
Note: R e s e a r c h work Into the historical records of the Chuvash language la at an e l e m e n t a r y s tage . 
In the last lew y e a r s Important works have been published by our Chuvash co l l eagues , not a l l of 
which s e e m to have reached scho lars dealing with the h is tory of the Chuvash language. I g ive here 
the moot Important and recent works c i ted In an abbreviated f o r m In the footnotes . T o them 1 would 
add V . O . JEGOROV's Sovremenny) 6uva4skl) l l teraturnyj Jazyk v s r a v n l t e l ' n o - l s t o r l i e B k o m o s -
v e M e n l l , 2nd ed . i e b o k s a r y 1971. 
ALEKSEEV 1970: 
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U6. Zap. 46 (1969) pp. 2 2 8 - 2 6 3 . 
L . P , EERGEEV, 'O dojakovlevskom perlode 6uvaSeko| p l s ' m e n n o s t l ' : 
100 let e t c . pp. 47-76 . 
M. SIROTKIN, Oierkt dorevoljuclonno) fcuvasskoj l l teratury. 2nd e d . 
Ceboknary 1967. , 
100 let novo) duvaSskoJ p l s ' m e n n o s t l . Ceboksary 1972 
Central 'ny) g o s . arhlv drevnyh aktov, Moscow 
I.enlngradskoe otdelenle Arhiva Akademll nauk SSSH 
149 
Izvoatlja ObUeitvz Arheologll i Étnografll pri kazanakom univeraltete, 
Kazan 
Nyelvtudományi Költemények, Budapest 
Rukoplany) otdel Blbllotekl Akademll nauk 88SR Leningrad 
RukoplsnyJ otdel OoiudaratvennoJ PubllÓnoJ blblloteki lm, M. E. Saltykova-
&S odrina, Leningrad 
Uienye Zaplekl N»u4no4»aledovatel'8kogo InatlU'ta prl Sovete Minlstrov 
éuvaïeko) A8SR 1 
ISO 
THE CHARACTER OF HUNGARIAN -
BULGARO-TURKIC RELATIONS 
A. RÓNA-TA8, Budapest-Szeged 
Debates on prehistory do not perish; they just get transmuted. The 
só oalled "Ugro-Turkish" war long ago has ceased, and nobody today 
would dispute the Finno-Ugrio origin of the Hungarian language, yet there 
is a latent and at times vehemently eruptive debate going on concerning 
the extent to which the eoonomio-cultural-ethnical as well as anthropological 
oharaoteristios of the conquering Hungarians was determined by the Finno-
Ugrian origin and the Turkio component respectively. While according 
to one view the Hungarians, having separated from the rest of the Ugrians, 
had gradually achieved, due to internal development and complex external 
influences but basically of their own effort, the highly developed haJf-
nomadio way of life, the level at which they appear to us at the time of 
the Conquest of Hungary; the other extreme view holds that the Turks 
had organized a primitive equestrian people' of hunters and fishermen, 
providing them with a high culture. Between these two end points all 
shades of the speotrum can be encountered.1 
1 1 think the question of "Turkio or Finno-Ugrian" has become outmoded not 
only in the sense that the Finno-Ugrian origin of the Hungarian language can no 
longer be doubted, but outmoded also in the sense that the study of prehistory can 
no more be restricted to the study of the origins of the language. Clearly the origin 
of the language is not identical with ethnio origin, and it is the tusk of the researcher 
to discover those historical faotors that appear in the different subsystems of the 
ethnio unit. Thus for example in the economic system of the conquering Hungarians 
we have to examine what is the exact origin and conditions of development of the 
voriouB means, techniques and experiences of production. In examining pre-Conquest 
Hungarian agriculture we also have to see what was formed by tradition, what by 
autochthonous internal development, and what by external influences. Making 
any side absolutely predominant would be a serious methodological mistake. The 
problem of agriculture at the time of the Conquest has been much discussed by 
historians too. Some of the more important studies recently published in this field 
are P. Váczy, A korai magyar történet néhány kérdéséről, in: Századok XCII. (1958), 
266-345; Oy. Györffy, A magyar fistörténet néhány kérdéséről, in: Történelmi Szemle 
IV. (1961) 417—426; I. Szabó, A falu rendszer kialakulás Magyarországon, Budapest 
, 1966; A. Bartha, A IX—X. századi magyar társadalom, Budapest 1968, 26—28; 
A. Bartha, Gazdaságtörténet és szavak, in: Magyar Nyelv LXV (1969), 14 -26 ; 
T. Hoffman, Vor- und Frühgeschichte der ungarischen Landwirtschaft, in: Agrártör-
téneti Szemle, X. Suppl. (1969); Z. Üjváry, Az agrárkultusz kutatása a magyar és az 
európai folklórban, in: Műveltség és Hagyomány XI. (1969) 204—208; I . Balassa, 
Az eke és a szántáé története Magyarországon, Budepest 1973, 248—261. 
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The debate oentres round the Turkic loanwords of Hungarian. On one 
side it is said that these loanwords clearly reflect the character of the Turkic 
influence; on the other side it is retorted that the conclusive force of these 
words is very slight. It is highly probable that the Hungarians had danced 
even before the borrowing of the word tánc "dance" from Middle High 
German, and we would have no reason to doubt the existence of ancient 
Hungarian sheep-breeding even if we only had the Czecho-Moravian loan-
word birka in the Hungarian language. Moreover, the fact that the words 
kar, "arm", térd, "knee", gyomor, "stomack" and köldök, "navel" are of 
Turkio origin,1 should not induce us to assume a lack of these parts of 
the body in the Ugrian age. Or of ész, "mind" for that matter. Generally 
speaking, the question is to what extent we can rely on the testimony of the 
word stock in problems of ethnogenetics, economy or social history; and 
specifically, what historical. processes are refleoted in the well-known 
thematio groups of our Turkio loanwords? 
It must be stressed from a methodological point of view—as it has 
been stressed by others too—that the inherited or borrowed status of words 
oannot simply be equated with the history of the object or activity they 
denote. Even in the case of correspondences impeccable both phonetically 
and semantically, we can only venture to draw conclusions after considering 
numerous other criteria and aspects. In every case it is necessary to examine 
together the whole system and the material-historical background. 
Furthermore, it is clear that in the light of the latest findings of history 
and archaeology the theory of "the great leap of the primitive hunting-
fishing Ugrians" is untenable. As Antal Bartha says, "It is no longer pos-
sible to speak of the encounter between the Proto-Hungarians, standing 
at the level of the Ob-Ugrians, if not more primitive still, with the much 
more advanced Turkic peoples. Our words borrowed írom Western Turkio 
testify a modification of the advanced level of our prehistorio culture, not 
its beginning".3 Or, to quote a recent statement by Gyula László: "We 
thus needed no Turkio 'influence' whatsoever to change over to the agri-
cultural-stockbreeding form of life."4 Gyula László's keen insight, however, 
does not halt at this point, for he adds, "Of oourse this still leaves us our 
layer of Turkio words, but their appearance will have to be accounted for 
by some other hypothesis."5 This other hypothesis would be the theory of 
•The latest exposition of the problem in this form comes from D. Sinor (UAJb, 
XLI, I960, 277), but he failed to give an explanation of Hungarian names for parts 
of the body which are of Turkio origin. I t is now possible to prove for all these words 
that they were originally borrowed as names for the parts of the animal body; thus 
they are really part of our stockbroeding terminology taken from Turkic. . 
» Népszabadság, 1972. Cf. P. Domokos, Szöveggyűjtemény a finnugorság ismertetése 
cimü gyakorlatok tárgyköréből. Szeged, 1972, 20. 
*A honfoglalókról, Budapest, 1973, 17. 
9 I t is not clear to me how the theory of the double Conquest can account for 
our layer of Turkic words. If the Hungarians settled in the Carpathin basin in. two 
waves, we either have to Buppose that both groups had Turkic loanwords, or that 
only one group did (the third possibility would be that they were borrowed here). 
If both groups had Turkio loanwords, then this obviously does not solve the problem, 
not speaking of the fact that in this case it ou^ht to be possible to distinguish with 
linguistic means between the two kinds of Turkic ioans t>f the two layers, if only one 
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the double conquest of Hungary. In my opinion Gyula László's theory 
cannot solve this problem. What can help us here is finding a suitable 
historical analogy. The closer this will be to the Hungarian-Turkio contacts 
in age, character and content, the greater its convincing force. 
Such a parallel, in direct relationship with Hungarian prehistory, is 
provided by the Mongolian links of our pre-Conquest Turkio loanwords. 
It has long been observed that many loanwords in the Hungarian 
language have perfect Mongolian parallels. Several theories can be brought 
up to account for this. They are the following: 1. Hungarian has words 
directly borrowed form Mongolian; 2. Mongolian words have got into 
Hungarian by way of Turkic mediation; 3. Hungarian borrowed from B O M E 
old Turkio language which was very close to Mongolian; 4. the Turkic 
loanwords of Hungarian are related to their Mongolian counterparts 
because both the Turkio and the Mongolian words derive from a common 
Altaio parent language, and Hungarian has borrowed from the Turkio; 
6. The Mongolian parallels of our Turkio loanwords have been borrowed 
from Turkio, just as they have been by Hungarian. 
It is clear that whichever of the above views is accepted, it will directly 
bear on Hungarian prehistory, while the last supposition oontains the hope 
of a possible analogy. 
Lajos Ligeti, in a fundamental work nearly fourtyfive years ago*, 
outlined the main aspects of the question. He showed that there was no 
reason to Buppose direct borrowing from Mongolian, or of Mongolian bor-
rowings by way of Turkio. Recently the problem has re-emerged, partly 
because historical contacts between Hungarians and Mongolians are not 
wholly unlikely (cf. the recent suggestions by Károly Czeglddy for Balangar 
and Chungar)7, and partly because of the Mongolian character of the langu-
age of the Avars, not yet proved, but not yet refuted either. As I see it, 
however, there is as yet no reason to revise our previous standpoint. 
The pre-Conquest Turkio loanwords in Hungarian can be divided into 
two groups with respect to their Mongolian characteristics. One group 
displays linguistio features wich exolude a Mongolian origin; the other is 
had possessed a Turkio element, we would still face a number of unsolved problems. 
If for instance our Turkio words had been brought with the second wave, including 
words of agriculture, then we would have to examine the type of agriculture of the 
first group, and its transformation under the influence of the agricultural technology 
of the eeoond group. In this case it will be difficult to explain why names for plants 
native in the Carpathian basin, too, like kBris "ash", som "cornel", alma "apple", 
kürte "pear", kender "hemp", komló "hop", etc. were borrowed from the language of 
the second group only? 
'See Mongolos jövevényszavaink kérdése, in: Nyelvtudományi Közlemények 
XLIX (1836), 190-271. 
' Cf. Qy. László's lecture a t the 2nd International Congress of Hungarian Lin-
guists (Szeged, 2 2 - 2 8 August 1972); on this, cf. "A honfoglalókról" 16. - D. Sinor 
(UAJb XLI. [1969] 276) says, "Denn dass in den Gebieten, die in Zusamménhang 
mit der ungarischen Vorgeschichte in Betracht kommen, keine Mongolen lebten ist 
nicht nur unmöglich zu beweisen, sondern es wird sogar immer wahrscheinlicher 
dass das Gegenteil wahr ist." See also K. Czeglédy, Études slaves et roumaines. I . 
(1948), 64. In some recently given, but as yet unpublished, lectures K. Czeglédy has 
returned to the problem. 
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indifferent as to a Mongolian derivation. There ie no group, however, with 
clear-out Mongolian features distinguishing them from Turkio. 
As for Turkio mediation, the situation has slightly modified. We know 
from the investigations of Lajos Ligeti and Gyula Németh8 that there are 
items of Mongolian origin in our so-called "middle Turkio" layer of loan-
words, (e.g. daku, nyôgér), but no trace fo suoh can as yet be detected among 
our pre-Conquest Turkio loanwords. 
Poppe's view on Hungarian loanwords from Pre-Turkio, a language 
stage close to the Altaio parent language,' has been convincingly refuted by 
Lajos Ligeti,10 but chronological considerations also lead us to exclude 
this point from among the possibilities. 
All this being so, two possible theories remain for the explanation of 
the Mongolian parallels: the hypothesis of the common Altaio inheritance, 
and the hypothesis that Mongolian has a group of Turkio loanwords. 
In the Hungarian literature on prehistory it is usually the first of these 
that is widely known, though Gyula Németh very soon suggested that the 
Turco-Mongolian correspondences were due to borrowing rather than inhe-
ritance.11 In the more cautious wording of Lajos Ligeti: " . . . the Turkio 
and Mongolian languages have been—as testified by historical sources, 
mainly Chinese—in permanent contaot with each other for nearly two 
thousand y e a r s . . . It cannot be doubted that as a result of these contacts 
we have to reckon with intercrossings and borrowings from various ages 
and of varying intensity. . . . it may often be the case that a correspondence, 
thought to derive from the Altaio parent language is in fact nothing but 
the trace of a contact that took place after the separation of the two langu-
ages. The danger of misunderstanding is especially great if the correspond-
ence due to this interaction comes from an age prior to the oldest extant 
textual documents of the Turkic or Mongolian language."13 
The problem, however, has a so far undiscussed aspect that concerns 
Hungarian.prehistory. 
The mere quantity of the Mongolian parallels of our Turkio loanwords 
is very significant. If we accept the number of our pre-Conquest Turkio 
loanwords to be about 300, it seems remarkable indeed that more than 
a hundred of these, or one in every three, have a perfect Mongolian parallel. 
•The problems of Hungarian nyögér have been discussed by J . Németb (AOH 
III . [1963], 1 -23) ) and L. Ligeti (Nyelvtudományi Közlemények XLIX. [1936], 242., 
AOH XIV. [1902], 68-69) ; on daku вое "A mongolok titkot története" ed. L. Ligeti. 
Budapest 1962, 148. Hungarian taliga (»-Mong. telege) has reached us by Blavonio me-
diation, see L. Ligeti, op.cü., 168. 
• N. Poppe, On Some Altaio Loanwords in Hungarian, in: American Studies in 
Uralie Linguistics, 1960, 139—147. 
10 A propos des éléments "altalques" de la langue hongroise, in: ALH XI. 
(1901), 16-41. 
11 Some participants of the international debate that has flared up around the 
"Altaio hypothesis" seem to be unfamiliar with J . Nómeth's views on the historical 
relations of the Altaic languages. His major contributions to this field are: Die türkisch 
-mongolische Hypothese: ZDMO LXVI (1912), 649—676. A török—mongol nyelv-
viszonyokhoz, in: Nyelvtudományi Közlemények XLII I (1914), 126 — 142. 
« A török szófejtés és török jövevényszovaink, in: Magyar Nyelv LIV. (1968), 436. 
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We must haste to add, however, that these one-hundredodd Mongolian 
equivalents are in greatly differing relations with the respective Hungarian 
words. For chronological reasons we must exclude those which are demon-
strably recent in Mongolian, so for example the immediate Mongolian 
counterparts of Hungarian tenger "sea", tár "store", kőris "ash-tree" and 
ildom "good manners" though the Manchurian parallels of this last word 
point to an earlier Mongolian form.1' The remaining words can be divided 
into two morphological groups. One will contain those Mongolian parallels 
whose morphological (but not phonetiol) structure corresponds to the 
Hungarian word (either because both are stem words, or because both 
contain the same stem and derivational suffix). The second group consists 
of words where only the stems correspond, such as kérődzik,,ruminate", 
ölt "stich", szűcs "furrier", tanú "witness", térd "knee" etc. It seems advis-
able, with respect to the problem under discussion, to put this second group 
aside for the time being. From a semantic point of view, we can again divide 
the correspondences into two groups. To the first belong those instances 
where the meaning of the Hungarian and Mongolian word is identical 
or very close. To the second group belong those words where, either in 
Mongolian or in the immediate source of the Hungarian loan, we have to 
do with some special semantical development. Thus for example our tükör 
„mirror" means simply a round object in Mongolian and in the majority 
of the Turkio languages, while in Chuvash, in Slavonio which borrows 
from Bulgarian, as well as in Hungarian it has the meaning "mirror". 
Likewise the Mongolian parallel of our süllő means also a toothed animal, 
but there it refers to domestic animals with a full denture, while in Hungarian 
the meaning is "toothed fish, pike-perch" just like in Chuvash. It is better 
to put aside this group, too, temporarily, so as not to disturb the certain 
with the hypothetical. 
The remaining Mongolian-Hungarian parallels still make up for more 
than a quarter of the Turco-Hungarian correspondences. The core of this 
group is constituted by words that display a clear so-called "Chuvash 
criterion", viz. for Common Turkio 8 they have I, for z they have r.u There-
fore we have every reason to include into the group under discussion those 
Turco-Mongolian correspondences which, even though they have no 
Hungarian counterpart, display the same clear phonetic criteria. 
If we give the material thus oollected a semantio look, we arrive at 
the remarkable conclusion that the Turco-Mongolian correspondences, 
just like the Turco-Hungarian ones, reflect a developed level of stockbreed-
ing and a significant agriculture. Besides the words borjú "calf", bika "bull", 
" Mongolian jitdam 'good skier' is from Turkio. Manchurian iida- 'to be nimble', 
ildamu 'refined, elegant, educated, nimble', however point to an older Mongolian 
ildam. Chuvash yálllam can be the correspondent of an earlier Chuvash *lUam ~ *lldam, 
but could be a loanword from Misher-Tatar. 
u As is well-known, the most important criterion of our Bulgaro.Turkic loan-
words is that they have r and I in place of Common Turkic z and i respectively. In the 
corresponding Mongolian words we also find r and 1. In the opinion of some (Ram-
stedt, Poppe, R&H&nen) both Chuvash and Mongolian have equally preserved Primitive 
Altaic r and I. According to a more recent but more and more widely accepted view 
the Mongolian words in question are ancient Bulgaro-Turkic loanwords. 
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ökör "ox", ünO "roe", ürü "wether", teve "camel", béklyó "hobble" etc., 
we find in Mongolian the equivalents of our árpa "barley", kender "hemp", 
bor "wine", búza "wheat", dió "nut", dara "groats", tarló "stubble-field", 
gyékény "bulrush", 6röl "to grind", tiló "hemp-breaker" etc. We also find 
many paralells of words reflecting the way of life of the steppe south of 
the forest region, like üröm "artemisia", túzok "bustard", görény "polecat", 
karvaly "sparrow-hawk", toroniái "a kind of hawk", teve "camel" and 
so forth. Of the words without a Hungarian parallel, the group includes 
'molar tooth', 'to churn', 'ass', 'koumiss', 'lamb', 'blaze (on forehead)', 
abdominal fat', 'progeny', 'lean-to roof, of the names of animal colours 
'grey' and 'brown' etc.16 
Our first impression, then is that Mongolian oame under the same 
economio-cultural influence as Hungarian; what is more, phonetio evidence 
—which is at least as important—proves that the influence oame from one 
and the same Turkio culture. 
But we can further elaborate this picture from several aspects. Take, 
for instance, the question of agriculture. We first learn of the Mongolians 
in the 13th century as of a tipically nomadic, stock-breeding people. It is 
all the more, remarkable that the Monguors, who have been surrounded 
by Chinese since the 14th century and thus isolated from the rest of the 
Mongolians, and speak an archaic variety of Mongolian, have an agricultural 
terminology which is not Chinese, but Mongolian even today;1' many of 
its words have a Hungarian equivalent e.g. árpa, búza, dara, tarló, dió, 
alma „apple", tyúk "hen". This means that the Mongolians had their 
own agriculture coexisting with their stockbreeding as early as the 13th 
century and before, and in the light of the linguistio and historical evidence 
we have to rejoct once and for all the image of "nomads without an agri-
culture". 
The Turco-Mongolian and Turco-Hungarian contacts show typological 
agreement in a number of other features as well. Hungarian sdior "tent" 
and karó "stake" indicate, besides the evidence of archaeology and the 
sources, that the Hungarians knew the dwelling of the yurt type. The 
Mongolians. live mainly in yurts; moreover, it is demonstrable from a 
morphological-historical aspect that the Mongolian and the Turkic yurt 
stem from a common original. In spite of this, the terminology of the Mon-
golian tent differs considerably from that of the Turkio. As much as there. 
is in Mongolian of Turkic origin, can be found in Hungarian as well (sátor, 
karó, kapu "door'.', terem "chamber")1'. 
l s Cf. Mong. araya ~ Tu. azly 'molar tooth', Mong. btili ~ Tu. bii 'to churn', 
Mong. eiligen ~ Tu. eikek 'ass', Mong. kimir ~ Tu. qimtz 'koumiss', Mong. qurayan 
~ Tu. qozI 'lamb', Mong. qaljan ~ Tu. qaiqu 'blaze (on forehead)', Mong. qarbing ~ 
Tu. aazî 'abdominal fat', Mong. 161 ~ Tu. tui 'progeny (of animal)', Mong. dal ~ Tu. 
yai lean-to roof', Mong. boro ~ Tu. box 'grey', Mong. dayir ~ Tu yaytz 'brown'. 
" On the agricultural terminology of Mongolian origin of the Monguor languago 
see D. Schröder, Aus der Volksdichtung der Monguor, as well as the review by A. 
Röna-Tas in: Anthropos LXVIII. (1973), 328-331, furthermore A. Röna-Tas, Somo 
Notes on the Agriculture of the Mongols, in: Opuscula Ethnologien, Ludovici Bir6 
Sacra, 1959, 446-472. 
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The terminology of Mongolian literacy points to several Turkic layers. 
These include a younger, Uiguric group, but there is an older one as well. 
Is it mere coincidence that we find the equivalents of Hungarian ír "to 
write" and betű "letter" in this older group? Actually, the equivalent of 
belü ocours in the oldest record of Mongolian character, the Tabgach Glosses 
from the 3th-5th centuries.18 
In the system of Hungarian numerals it has been impossible to reveal 
Turkio elements, with the sole exception of Hungarian tömény, originally 
meaning 'ten thousand', and used also as a military term, which is undoub-
tedly from Turkic." This word again exists in Mongolian, where the only 
other Turkic correspondence is the numeral meaning 'thousand' —which 
was again probably used as a military term. In the lower values of numerals, 
with the exception of the disputed number 'four', not one Turco-Mongolian 
equivalence can be proved. Besides the numerals used as military terms, 
however, Hungarian aereg "army" also has a perfect Turkic-Mongolian 
parallel. 
Amongst negative correspondences the most conspicuous is horse-
breeding. As is well-known, Hungarian horse breeding has no Turkic 
terms. Likewise, the oldest layer of the terminology of Mongolian horse-
breeding is devoid of Turkic parallels, though of course the picutro here 
is slightly more complicated as the long symbiosis of Turks and Mongols 
gave rise to some borrowings both ways; however, these are of a later 
date.20 
If—without being able to go into further detail—we add to the above 
that not only numerals are absent from Turco-Mongolian correspondences, 
but also terms for fishing and hunting, wild animals, natural phenomena, 
basio social concepts, parts of the body, etc., confronting this to the fact 
that contiguous groups of the terminology of developed stockbreeding, 
military organization, literacy, (and in the Turco-Mongolian field, that of 
advanced metallurgy) agree with each other,21 then we have drawn a 
» See Notoa on the Kazak Yurt of Went Mongolia, in: AOH XII . (1901), 79 -102 . 
A Preliminary Report on a Study of the Dwellings of the Altaic People. Aspects of 
Altaic Civilisation, 1963, 47 — 66. 
See Some Notes cin the Terminology of Mongolian Writing, in: AOH XV11I. 
(1966), 119— 147. On the Tabgach Qlosses see L. Ligeti, Le tabgatch un diulecto de la 
langue Hion-pi, in: Mongolian Studies, 1970, 206 — 308. On Mongolian literacy see 
further the excellent monography by Q. Kara, Knigi mongol'ekih koleimikov. 1972. 
19 The Turkic word is probably of Tocharian origin. As a loanword or loun transla-
tion it apjHiars very early in the Slavonic languages too. See Fusmer, Étimologiíeakij 
alovar' IV., 34. 
20 For Mongoliun morin 'horse', gegün 'inare', and unayan 'foal' we find in Turkic 
at, be and tay respectively. For a comparison of Turkic and Mongolian stock-breeding 
terms see A. M. Séerbak, Nazvanija domaányh'i dikih iivotnyh v turkakih jazykov, 
Moscow 1961, 82—172., and the same work for such relatively late loans as Mong. 
afirya - Tu. adylr (88b.). 
81 The corresponding and non-corrsponding lexical groups of the Altaic word 
stock have a copiouB literature. I mifjht mention of the latest publications the article 
by Sir Qururd Clauson (Leksikostatistiöeskaja ocenka altajskoj teorii, in: Voproay 
Jazykoznanija, 1969, 5., 22—41), as well as the critique by Lajos Ligeti (Altajskaja 
teorija i leksikostatistika, in: Voproay Jazykoznanija 1971, 3., 21 — 33, and MTA I. OK 
XXCIII., 2 - 4 . , 269-276). See furthermore Voptosy Jazykoznanija 1974, 2., 3 3 - 3 6 . 
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plastic pioture of the hiatorioal-typological analogy of Mongolian-Turkio 
and Hungarian-Turkio correspondences. 
(I should like to add parenthetically that it does not neoersarily follow 
from the above, as is often assumed nowadays, that the Turkic and Mongo-
lian languages were never related to eaoh other. All that is shown by a 
thorough analysis of the material is that the linguistic relationship between 
the Turkio and Mongolian peoples is relatively very remote, and the majority 
of the agreements are relatively late loans, a process possible between 
related languages).82 
It would be a mistake, however, to leave it unsaid that besides the 
fundamental agreements there are essential disagreements as well. First 
of all, in the quantitative field. According to seemingly reliable counts 
the Mongolian-Turkio correspondences in the group under discussion are 
more than five times as many as the Turkic-Hungarian correspondences.84 
This can follow from the duration and intensity of contaots, and from the 
difference between the stage of economio development of the peoplés 
in contact. It would be difficult to separate these at the moment but it 
seems that all the three factors were slightly different in the oase of Turco-
Mongolian and Turco-Hungarian contacts respectively. 
The semantio analysis, too, shows some discrepancy. I have already 
mentioned that Hungarian metallurgy, in spite of all its nomadic and Turkio 
parallels, is devoid, of Turkio elements, while the basio vocabulary of Mongo-
lian metallurgy ('oopper', 'bronze', 'iron', 'tin', 'lead', 'to found', 'mine', 
etc.) shows Turkio correspondences. Hungarian pig-keeping is evidenced 
by our disznó "pig", serte "bristle", Ártány "barrow", all from Turkio, while 
the basic words of the quite insignificant pig-keeping of'the Mongolians 
(yaqai, megefi) are not Turkio; on the other hand, the terminology of the 
wild boar (qaban, torui) shows Turkio parallels. It is interesting that the 
equivalent of Hungarian disznó is missing not only from Mongolian, but 
from all the Turkic languages, with the sole exception of Chuvash. 
Phonetic analysis, in turn, reveals some disagreements as well. Though 
the particular Turkio layer of Mongolian we are dealing with points to the 
same Onogur-Bulgarian language as the Hungarian data, we must not 
ignore minor dialectal differences. While both Hungarian dél and Mongolian 
dűli show á voiced initial as opposed to Common Turkio tüá, in the case 
of our görény "polecat" the Mongolian has a voiceless (kürene), but in 
the case of óur kölyök "puppy, young", a voiced intial (gölüge). We do not 
have to look for a Hungarian or Mongolian development behind these 
phenomena, for it can now be proved that the Bulgaro-Turkio language 
" For a more thorough treatment of this problem Bee Voprosy Jazykoznanija, 
1974, 2., 44 -45 . 
. The calculations are based on the r/I words. In Hungarian 15 or 16 words belong 
to this category, In Mongolian 96 to 98. If the total number of Bolgaro-Turkic loan-




preserved its sporadio voiced initials down to the 18th or 14th century.*4 
That Hungarian came into contact with at least two Bulgaro-Turkio 
dialects before the Conquest can no longer be doubted. 
Still more important for us, however, is the faot that phonetio analysis 
reveals some chronological disrepancies as well. We are now. able to outline 
relative chronologies both within the common Turoo-Mongolian and the 
Turoo-Hungarian vocabulary, whioh are then complicated by dialectal 
variants not only on the Turkio side, but on the Hungarian and perhaps 
on the Mongolian side as well.*1 This complex picture, however, does not 
conceal from us the conclusion that the Turoo-Hungarian correspondences 
reflect' a somewhat later stage of development of the Bulgaro-Turkio or 
Onogur language than does the relevant group to Turco-Mongolian corres-
pondences. Thus for example the -d- of Hungarian idő "time" still agrees 
with the -d- of Mongolian üde, but our túzok and búza, with their internal 
-Z-, point to a more, advanced stage than the stop consonant reflected in 
Mongolian tayvdaq and buyudai. As opposed to Géza Bárczi,** I still do not 
consider it impossible that the 8 of Hungarian sereg, borsó "pea", kos "ram" 
to have originated in the language they were borrowed from—for they 
can be found in the Bulgaro-Turkio elements of Common Permian—, 
whereas Mongolian preserves the 6 in these words. I t is also likely that the 
vocalism of the initial syllable of Hungarian béka, béklyó, gyertya goes back 
to a Turkio original,*7 but in a later form than that reflected in the Mon-
golian. As I have elsewhere examined the chronology of the word final 
gutturals in some detail,28 I do not wish to dwell on that here. These and 
some aspects of the vocalism show together that Hungarian-Turkic con-
tacts have to be dated somewhat later than the bulk of the Mongolian-
Turkio contacts. 
" Of course we still have no reason to doubt the sporadio, internally-motivated 
voicing of Mongolian and Hungarian voiceless initials; after all, this happened in 
non-borrowed wordB as well. Cases like Proto-Permian * gombi (»-Zyrian gob, Votyok 
gubi etc.) Volga Bulgarian giimbS — Russian goba (of. Nyelvtudományi Közlemények 
LXXIV., 1973, 283) indicate that voiceless initials were not unknown in 9th-century 
Bulgaro-Turkic, otherwise there would have occurred sound substitution. Tatar und 
Bashkir gömbe*-gümbe~Volg* Bulgarian oümM»Chuv. kimpa, kdmpa, on the other 
hand, show that the voiced initials of Volga Bulgarian were preserved down to the 
time of the contacts with the Kipohak languages. 
u See. L. Ligeti, A propos des éléments "altalques" de la longue hongroise, 
In: ALH XI (1961), 34. 
" See Q. Bárczi, Le traitement de i et de Í turcs dans les mots d'emprunts turcs 
du protohongTois, in: Studia Turcica, ed. L. Ligeti, Budapest 1971, 39—46. On the 
spirant equivalents of PT affrioates see Nyelvtudományi Közlemények LXXIV (1973) 
291-292. 
** This is usually explained by assuming dissimilation, while cases of Hungarian 
( for Turkio a are accounted for by supposing that Hungarian borrowed a back vocalio 
f. Chuvash [, however, developed relatively late in place of earlier a, certainly after 
the Turco-Hungarian contacts, while its original f became d or S. We have to postulate, 
as a middle stage of the development PT a »Chuv. I a sound that was replaced 
partly by I and partly by e in Hungarian. 
e* See On the Chuvas Guttural Stops in Final Positions, in: Studia Turcica, 
389-399, and Nyelvtudományi Közlemények LXXIII (1971) 198-207. 
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The background of Hungarian prehistory, as outlined above, offers 
the possibility of drawing two different conclusions. We are witnessing the 
llnguistio reflexion of processes that agree in their main lines from a his-
torical-typological point of view. It would be inappropriate to think in 
the case of the Mongolians, too, that they learnt stookbreeding and agricul-
ture entirely and exclusively from the Bulgar Turks; for example, the Mon-
golian word for 'plough' has no Turkio parallels. Archaeological findings, 
too, would contradict this. But the faot that both the Mongolians and the 
Hungarians borrowed the same terms indicates a well-definable eoonomical-
teehnieal complex, a new technology of agrioulture and stookbreeding, 
whioh involves the borrowing of new words. 
As for Hungarian prehistory, the Turkio influence on the Hungarians 
has received a new depth of foous. The beginnings of the eoonomical-
cultural complex that came into contact with the Hungarians do not fade 
into an inscrutable distance: we get information on an earlier phase, and 
oan make inferences on its internal development. 
As for the historical side of the problem, the picture here outlined is 
in accordance with the results of the latest research. We know from the 
studies of Károly Gzeglédy that the Ogur tribes oooupied a territory from 
the Altai to Lake Baikal and to Manchuria,*® that is, in contiguity with 
the Mongolians..It is from here that they set out for the West; they are 
first mentioned in Europe in 468. 
" See K. Czeglédy, Nomád népek vándorlása Napkelettől Napnyugatig, Buda-
pest, 1969, 16-18, 109-110. 146. 
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THE PERIODIZATI0N AND SOURCES 
OF CHUVASH LINGUISTIC HISTORY1 
B Y 
A. RÓNA TAS (Szeged) 
I . 
Periodization in diaohronio linguistics is a practical devioe. Since language 
changes continually, and there are no leaps and bounds in the stream of 
linguistic history, we cannot accept any periodization based on the speoifio 
* More than ten years ago, I began to write a monography on the history of the 
Chuvash language. I bad to choose an appropriate starting point, so I set out to investi-
gate the issue of the relationship between ChUvaah and Mongolian. I could not evade 
the "Altaic theory", the probléma connected with the reconstruction of the oldest 
kind of Turkish, nor those of the relationship between the Chuvash-type and the 
Standard Turkish languages. I tried to clear the way in a dissertation: Az altaji 
nyelvrokonság vizsgálatának alapjai. A nyelvrokonáig elmélete és a csuvas-mongol 
nyelwiazony. (The Foundations of Research on the Altaio Linguistio Relationship. 
The Theory of Linguistic Relationship and Chuvash-Mongolian Linguistio Relations.) 
Budapest 1970, 1025 p. Manuscript. In 1978, I published the theoretical part of this 
work (A nyelvrokonság [Linguistio Relationship]. Budapest 188 p.). The next step 
was to give a periodization and to disouss the sources of Chuvash linguistio history. 
The text prepared for publication grew enormous. For my students, I provided a brief 
sketch in Bevezetés a csuvas nyelv ismeretébe (An Introduction to the Chuvash language). 
Budapest 1978, pp. 16-83. Instead of publishing a bulky monograph on the sources 
— which would have delayed the work several years — I decided to restrict myself 
to giving a sketchy overview. I am aware of the fact that almost all of the questions 
dealt with in this paper would need more explanation, a more thorough treatment of 
earlier views, more data and more arguments, but had I stopped to give these, even 
this paper would never have reached the reader. In any case, I hope that this overview 
will be of help to those who feel lost in the complicated history of the Chuvash language. 
I greatly appreciated having had Egorov'a introduction (Vvedenié v iatienie 6uvaiskogo 
jazyka, Moskva 1930); in its time, it was more than useful — it was fundamental. 
Egorov'a later comprehensive work (Sovremennyj literaturnyj iuvaiskij jazyk v sravni-
teijno—istoriieskom oaveilenii I , Ceboksary 1964,2nd revised edition 1971) is disappoint-
ing, but d oes not lessen our ad miration of this great scholar to whom wo owe the Stimo-
logUeskij slovarj Suvaiskogo jazyka (Ceboksary 1964) and many other works. I cannot 
here give even a brief history of the study of Chuvash linguistio history (for an outline, 
see my Bevezetés.. . pp. 99-114), but I should like to acknowledge the help Professor 
Ligeti's work has been to me. Most of the questions raised in this paper have been 
solved or at least tackled by him. Unfortunately, most of his papers, written in Hun-
garian, have not reached Turkologists living abroad (see the reprint of his papers 
1833 
1 § J 
internal features of the language. The segmentation we give, the time in 
which the changes in a language occur, depends on our ooneept of the lan-
guage situation, on our methods of linguistic reconstruction and on the cha-
racter of the sources at our disposal. 
The pest few decades have given rise to vivid discussions on the problem 
of linguistic reconstruction both in general linguistics8 and in Turkology.0 
The basio problem involved in these discussions is the question of the rela-
tionship between reconstructed and existed languages. The answer was 
©Uraady given by Bloomfield,6 who clearly distinguished occurrent languages 
ean«il reconstructed ones. The latter has to try to reflect the former as closely 
aa possible, but, by definition, it can never be identical with it. Therefore, 
A imtffyar aydv t&rtik kapccalatai io ami kbriMttiUc van J-II [Turkish-Hungarian 
Linguistic Contaoto and Some Attendant Problems]. Budapest 1977, J979). I owe 
much not only to hlo published works, but also to his leoturea and to our personal 
discussions. Originally, we had hoped to publish this volume as a token of our esteem, 
¡Toy hia 76th birthday. (The manuscripts of the papers of this volume were completed 
8m 1977 and cent to the publisher in 1978.) Though we did not succeed in doing so, 
1 hops this volume appearing on his 80th birthday will reflect the great influence he 
Hies bed on Turkish, and more specially, on Chuvash studies. 
111. Dyen (in his Reconstruction, the Comparative Method and the Proto-Language 
Uniformity Assumption: Language 45 (1989), pp. <199-518.) distinguished five types 
ofprotolanguages: 1. Disintsgrant protolanguage — the last phase before the disinteg-
ration ; 2. Glottochronological protolanguage — the total basic vocabulary; 3. Occur-
mant protolanguage — which really existed, as, e.g. the vulgar Latin in case of the 
Romanes languages; <1. Reconstructed protolanguage — the language reconstructed 
only with , the help of the related languages; 5. Implied protolanguage — the language 
'which we have to assume by implication from the reconstructed language, but which 
io not identical with it. I think it b unnecessary to overcomplicate the question. We 
hove reconstructed and implied proto-languages, and the implied were occurrent 
tmss. Recently Serebrennikov (Prajazyk leak neobehodimaja model); CQIFU. Budapest 
¡916, pp. 81-09.) treated protolanguages "as indispensable models" which help us 
get to know the really existed ones. On the theoretical problems and earlier literature, 
C23 my Nyelvrohcmcdg, pp. 298-302. 
0 According to Tenigev (K povyatiju "obStetjurkoboe coetojanie": ST 1971. 2, pp. 
18-18), Common Turkish is the hypothetical language of the Turkish tribes, one we 
can reconstruct through comparative historical methods. TeniSsv considers Common 
Turkish as an "organisetory device" for the various types of reconstruction. For 
Baakahov's very interesting views, see: Arealjnaja koneolidacija drevnejSich nareiij 
i genetiSeakoe rodetvo altajolcich jazykov. In Problemy obOnoeti altajekich jazybov. Ed. 
O. P. Bunik, Leningrad 1971, pp. 315-322; and Periodizacija ietorii razvttija ijormi-
rovanija tjurkskich jatykov: MSFOu 158 (1977), pp. 41-48; he stressed the import-
ance of the areal processes of consolidation in the Altaic and later the Turkish lan-
guages, 
1 L. Bloomfield, Language, New York 1933, pp. 302-303. 
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we have to distinguish between Proto-Turkish and Ancient Turkish, the 
first being a language system arrived at through reconstruction, the second 
the really existed language which Proto-Turkish can only approximately 
reflect. 
A third term used in the literature is Common Turkish. Sevortjan,' 
whose views on the concept of Common Turkish are the clearest, raised a very 
real problem! In the daily work of linguistic reconstruction, the linguist is 
always confronted with "contradictions". Some can be eliminated simply 
by assuming or recognizing secondary developments, some are due to our 
lack of knowledge and, therefore, can be solved when new material comes to 
light; but some remain. Since the famous controversy between Schleicher's 
Stammbaumtheorie and the wave theory of J . Schmidt; many attempts 
have been made to master this problem. Let me here refer only to the 
theory advanced by Trubetzkoy.* He tried to find the cause of the contra-
dictions in Indo-European reconstruction by assuming that IE developed 
from different languages, through a secondary process. He assumed that 
what could be reconstructed without contradiction originated from the 
secondarily converged Bprachbund, with the "contradictions" being due 
to the original differences in the components. 
There is both theoretical and historical evidence for the role of areal 
convergence, yet Trubetzkoy's . theory is unacceptable. Another way out 
is suggested by the group of scholars whose representative figure in Turko-
logy is Doerfer. According to Doerfer, wherever we have "contradictory" 
correspondence, what we have to do is to reconstruct the different proto-
types. For instance, if we find: 
- Chuvash Turkish 
tr- "to get tired" dr-
xur "goose" qdz 
we have to reconstruct different proto-phonemes, say a t and a2, for Proto-
Turkish.7 No doubt, in some cases this procedure is justified. But let us 
extend this series to Yakut: , N 
• E. V. Sevortjan, O soderianii tormina "obUetjurkskij": ST 1971. 2, pp. 3-12. 
• N. S. Trubetzkoy, Qtdanken tiber das Indogermanen Problem: Acta Linguittiea 
Copenhagensis 1 (1939), pp. 81-89. 
' G . Doerfer, Khalaj Material». Bloomington 1971, p. 270, more cautiously: Proto-





lr- 'to get tired' 
xur 'goose' 
uyax 'moon' 
Aw- 'to split up' 
yun < xfun 'blood* 










In .this case we have to reconstruct five proto-phonemes. Now, if we add 
that the Tuvanian ay does correspond to the Yakut Sy 'moon', while both 
the Tuvanian jïri» and the Chuvash xirdm correspond to the Yakut ¿artn 
'belly' we find that we have either to give up, or to reconstruct as many 
proto-phonemes as there are "oontradiotions". 
This was the problem which Sevortjan realized, and which led him to 
look for another solution. According to Sevortjan, all these "contradictions" 
were already present in the oldest form of the Turkish languages. Turkish 
forms such as ef- and ôt- 'to sing' cannot be reduoed to one form, he claims 
(Sevortjan, op. cit., p. 6), and their coexistence is the most important trait 
of what he calls Common Turkish (obSie tjurkslcoe sostojanie). This solution, 
in the form Sevortjan suggested it, is likewise unacceptable. In case of el-
and ôt-, Sevortjan Bpeaks of the "alternation of e ~ Ô in the Turkish lan-
guages". This is an abuse of the term "alternation". The term "alternation" 
can be used only in cases of free variants within a dialect. This, however, is 
not what we have in the case of et- and ôt-. There is no Turkish language 
where these two forms are freely interchanged — and we have no reason to 
suppose that such ever existed. If we say that 6 alternates with c, e alternates 
with », i alternates with Ï, t alternates with u, as Sevortjan supposes, then 
we reconstruct a language where practically all vowels can bo freely used 
instead of one another. This would mean the neutralization of their phone-
mic opposition (labial for illabial, and front for back being explicitly suggest-
ed by Sevortjan, op. cit., p. 8). 
As we see, Doerfer's approach menaces with overcomplication (in Khulaj 
Materials he suggests 30 vowel phonemes for FT), Sevortjan's, with over-
simplification. 
If we distinguish proto-languages and occurrent languages, it will bo 
olear that any reconstructed proto-language projects its findings on a syn-
chronous screen, although the features themselves existed in a number of 
different places and at various times. This is the first reason why wo see 
"contradictions" on the screen^ In the casé of the Turkish languagos, I 
propose to call the earliest stage Ancient Turkish, which has to be devided 
into two periods ; Early Ancient Turkish (EAT) and Late Ancient Turkish 
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(LAT). EAT lasted from the dissolution of the Altaio unity until the appear-
enoe of those dialects which later became the respective nuclei of the several 
Turkish languages and language groups. In the EAT period, there was 
what might be called a heterogeneous linguistic unity. There was one lan-
guage, spoken with a number of local differences. The differences, like the 
groups speaking them, were unstable. The various groups understood each 
other, and had contacts of varying degrees of intensity. Along with the 
historical changes taking place, the language situation slowly changed, 
too. Some groups became more stably connected and slowly dialects ap-
peared. With the appearance of dialects, LAT took shape. The dialectal 
features appeared — as in all languages — as isoglosses. Many of the latter 
coincided and formed a bundle of isoglosses, some others, however, trans-
gressed them. Unless we keep in mind this finding of modern dialectology, 
we will be unable to understand the problems conneoted with the reconstruc-
tion of Proto-Turkish. For instance, whenever we assume a phonological 
isogloss, say X in one territory, and Y in another, its existence can be 
reconstructed on the strength of a number of words in which X is typically 
used in one place, and Y in the other. There are, however, always some 
"undisciplined" words which do not "respect" the main phonological border 
and transgress it. We have this situation whenever we have to do with 
dialects which were in close contact. When those speaking these dialects 
went their separate ways for historical reasons, they took with them also 
the "undisciplined" words which cause the apparent "contradiction". 
There is also a third reason for these "contradictions". Language never 
changes in an instant. There develops a tendency to change a feature X in 
a language to Y. Such tendencies (e.g. the voicing of unvoiced plosives, the 
narrowing of a vowel) effect most of the words in the given category. But 
all these words do not change at once. Frequency of use, more stable occur-
rence in frequently used expressions can delay the change. If the tendency to 
change is just starting when the speakers of the various dialects go their 
separate ways, the change always takes place with varying intensity jn the 
different dialects. The shortening of the primary long Turkish vowels is 
a tendency which can be well observed in many of the Turkish languages. 
The speed with which this change took place, however, differed greatly. 
We have no reason to assume that LAT was a language where the rules 
governing the lives of dialects did not apply* 
Late Ancient Turkish is as far as we can get with the help of the sources 
at our disposal. There are no insoluble contradictions within Proto-Turkish, 
it is only that the complex dialectal, areal qrnd historical facts are projected 
on a two-dimensional screen. Our task is not to form as many hypotheses 
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aa there appear to be contradictions, but to try to reconstruct a complicated 
situation as it was. No doubt, such a reconstruction can never be perfect. 
But it might be an approach to Proto-Turkish reconstruction which will 
help us see more of Anoient Turkish as it really existed. 
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Early Middle Turkish 
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Altaic is a term used for the common language presumably spoken by the 
ancestors of the Turks, the Mongols, and the Manchu-Tunguz, and probably 
of other groups as well. It has to be stressed that this language, too, must be 
thought of as having the (long) history, the territorial variants and the 
aieal sub-groups had by all other languages. Unlike those who deny that 
such a language existed, I admit the possibility of its occurrence ; but unlike 
those who take its existenoe for granted, I want to emphasize that it had to 
exist much earlier than is commonly supposed and that the bulk of the much-
debated Chuvash-Mongolian parallels do not pertain here. For those who 
deny the existence of the Altaic community, the neutral term Pre-Turkish 
can be recommended. 
Ancient Turkish denotes the stage following the separation of the Turkish-
speaking people from their Altaio relatives. Early Ancient Turkish — as 
stated above — lasted until the formation of the LAT dialects. It was in 
LAT that there developed the so-called rotacism and lambdacism which 
later became typical of the Bulgar-Chuvash group. Although this was an 
important feature — one that divided the LAT into Ancient Bulgarian and 
Ancient Standard Turkish — it was not the only one ; on the other hand, 
there were several features which connected AB with an AST group, and 
there were other features common to both AB and some AST groups. 
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Old Turkish began with the separation, formation and consolidation of 
the independent Turkish languages. This was a long historical process, and 
by "independent Turkish language" I do not mean the ancestors of the 
present Turkish languages. The first two groups which emerged were Old 
Bulgarian (with more dialects, and perhaps even languages) and Old 
Standard Turkish. The latter very early broke up into groups such as Old 
Oghuz, Old Kipohak etc. The modern independent Turkish languages 
developed from these in the Middle Turkish period. 
Old Turkish has to be divided into two sub-periods. Early Old Turkish 
is the period which lasted until the formation of the great Western and 
Eastern Turkish Empires. Late Old Turkish is the period when we first 
have at our disposal texts written by the. Turks themselves. LOT can be 
divided into further subperiods. LOT I is a short period which lasted from 
the formation of the First Turkish Khanate until the formation of the 
second. At the present time we have no reliable Turkish texts from this 
period. The most important events of LOT l l were the formation of literary 
languages, and the development of a kind of koine in the whole Turkish 
Empire. The beginning of the Arabio-Persian influence marks the begin-
ning of LOT III. The OT period ended with the Mongolian invasion. 
Middle Turkish begins with the Mongolian invasion, which brought 
a considerable rearrangement of the language situation both in respect 
of the interrelationship of the Turkish languages to eaoh other and in 
respeot of the impact of the Mongolian language on the Turkish languages. 
The gradual formation of literary languages, and the formation of those 
language groups which later became the independent languages of today 
were events Which occurred at different times in tho several parts of the 
Turkish world. Therefore, the sub-periods, Early and Late Middle Turkish, 
have to be fixed separately in the case of each language. 
New Turkish begins with the conclusive formation of the present Turkish 
languages. Its first sub-period ties in with the struggle between the old 
literary languages and the spoken ones, while the later sub-period is charac-
terized by the appearance of purism. 
Modern Turkish is every language whose synchronic structure and dialects 
can be investigated. 
The above sketch needs some qualification. As we have seen, the criteria 
for periodization are extralinguistic, and take into account several aspeots : 
the type of interrelationship among the language units (local groups, dialects, 
languages, etc.), the historical events importantly though indireotly in-
fluencing the history of the language, and the. types of sources available 
for reconstructing the system of the period. The terms "Ancient", "Old", 
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and "Middle" are of relative significance. All are terms for the occurrent 
languages. Of course, in the course of reconstruction, we can speak of Proto-
Oghuz or Pro to-Ottoman, but Pro to-Ottoman can only be the approxima-
tion of those dialectal groups which developed within the Oghuz dialectal 
unit. 
Although all these periods are but more or less of relative value, we 
cannot do without some chronological coordinates for orientation. The 
first event whioh we can date with some degree of probability is the separa-
tion of the r// and Sjz language groups. 
The word for 'stirrup' is common to all Turkish languages including the 
Bulgarian group. The proto-form of Chuv. yärana can be reconstructed as 
*irärfi. In case of the Standard Turkish languages, we oan reconstruct two 
prototypes: *üzerjgü (for Oghuz, Kipchak and Turkestan) and *izer\ge (for 
Baraba, Kh&kas, Tuvanian, Yakut and Yellow Uighur). Since we find 
rotacism in the word, its development has to have preceded the separation 
of the AB and AST dialects. On the two-dimensional screen of reconstruc-
tion we find three data. We are confronted with two isoglosses. The r-isogloss 
included only Bulgarian. The i-e-e vocalism of the word was general in Bul-
garian and Siberian (of the migration of the Yellow Uighurs, we are well 
informed from historical sources). The dropping of the g in Chuvash is 
a special secondary development. The z-isoglosB characterized Siberian, 
and other Turkish groups wherein the il-e-il vocalism extended to a narrower 
area. This is a typical dialectal situation of the kind referred to above. 
The three types certainly went together, and most likely, they had an earlier 
common form. Theoretically, we have several means of reconstructing this, 
the first being the reconstruction of the Altaic form. 
Gombocz,8 Barnstedt* and more recently Poppe10 and Sevortjan" con-
nected the Turkish word with the Mongolian d&rttge, 'id.'.This interpretation, 
however, is unacceptable for phonetical, morphological and semantio 
reasons.1" A seoond possible approach is to find the etymology of the word. 
*Z. Qombocz, Zur Lautgeschichte der (Utaischen Sprachen: KSZ 13 (1912), p. 6. 
•O. J . Römstedt, Zur mongolisch-türkischen Lautgeschichte I I I ; KSZ 16 (1916), p. 
74; and Kalmückisches Wörterbuch, 1930, p. 99. 
10 N. Poppe, Einige Lautgesetze und ihre Bedeutung zur Frage der türkisch-mongo-
lischen Sprachbeziehungen: UAJb 30 (1968), pp. 93-97. 
11 E. V. Sevortjan, Etimologileskij elovarj ljurkskich jazykov, I. Moskva 1974, pp. 
624-626. 
" Mongolian dörüge is a derivative of dörü 'iron or rope nose-ring (for cattle); 
lead rope (for cattle); rope handle of a. baskfet; splint, cotter pin', see further dörübäi 
'halter, dog leash," makeshift rope stirrups', doriXgebii- 'rope stirrup for donkey and 
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Already Bang1" had suggested deriving this word from Uze, an idea whioh 
Doerfer (TMEN II, p. 149) found not implausible. Clauson, in view of the 
problems of the vocalism of the first syllable, did not treat the word an 
derivative (Clauson, p. 289). The question then, is whether we opt for the 
i-e or the Q-e vocalism. I t seems very unlikely that the farthest archaio 
dialects each independently came up with a common innovation, while 
the eentral ones preserved the original vocalism. I t seems unlikely, but it 
is not impossible. If the Siberian, Yellow Uighur i.e. Old Uighur and the 
Bulgarian dialects were in contact during the LAT period, it was a situation 
quite different from what it is now. In that case, we don't have to assume 
that the same innovation occurred in the same word among speakers many 
thousands of kilometres form one another. In fact it probably occurred 
in a contact area, whence the speakers later moved on in different directions. 
Through internal reconstruction, we can say that the -z- of Standard 
Turkish and the -r- of Bulgarian goes back to one and the same phoneme. 
Aocording to some scholars, whom I agree with, this phoneme was -z-; 
aooording to others, it was ra of whatever phonetic shape (r, f). 
What can be concluded from the above? If we go only so far as the facta 
allow, we can reconstruct a protoform like *3zeng3 where 3 stands for a 
front vowel. We can state that as early as in LAT there existed dialects 
and the word is of earlier origin than the z: r opposition. From this we can 
go one step farther. 
There is lively debate as to the time of the appearance of the stirrup. 
According to VajnStejn,14 the first reliable finds which can be connected 
with the stirrup originate from between the 4th to the 6th centuries A. D. 
Kyzlasov15 argues for between the 4th and the 3rd centuries B. C. The 
camels'. The Mongolian data point to an original rope stirrup. I t is the same in the 
case of the English stirrup which comes from Old English si iff an 'ulimb' and rap 'rope', 
and German Stegreif cf. Old High German stigan and reif 'rope'. A similar origin is 
proposed for the Hungarian kengyel (Bee K. R&Jei, Kengyel: MNy 64 (1970), pp. 
226-227). From the phonetio point of view, we have to remark that in Turkish no-
where is. an initial y- attested, neither can it be assumed, since the disappearance of y-
before labials is unusual (see A. Rdna-Tas, Did the Proto-Altaic People Know the 
Stirrup/: Studia Mongoliea 1973. 13, Ulan-Bator, pp. 169-171). 
>*W. Bang, Vom KOkttirkischen sum Osmanischen I I I : APAW 1919, p. 48. 
. " 8 . 1 . VajnStejn, Nekotorye voprosy istorii drevne-tjurkskoj kultury : S£. 1966/3, 
pp. 24-26. 
151. L. Kyzlasov, 0 proischoidenii stremja: SA 1973. 3, pp. 24-36. Wakou and 
Junichi (Journal of Archeology 86[I973] in Japanese, English summary on p. 13) 
refer to Chinese sources according to which clay models of hoTses with stirrups were 
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contradiction, however, is only apparent. From the historical data, it is 
clear that the appearance of the stirrup on a large scale is connected with 
the Turks. Using metal stirrups on both sides of the horse, the Turks revo-
lutionized the technique of war. But the double iron stirrup was preceded 
by various similar devices, such as rope stirrups, wooden stirrups, small 
stair-like implements on one side of the horse making it easier for old people 
or pregnant women to get into the saddle. The existence of such devices 
k also mentioned by Vajnfitejn for an earlier period. ThuB, the existence of 
the stirrup and its rapid spreading by the Turks oyer the whole world 
need not be identically dated. We can assume that the object was already 
known in the first oenturiee B. C. In this case, we have a terminus ante 
quern for theappearanoeof rotac ism. And we also have an insight into the 
time-depth of LAT. 
The chronology of the appearance of rotaoism, and with it, of Ancient 
Bulgarian, can be corroborated by the AB loanwords in Samoyed. Donner1* 
had discussed these words, but owing to the open question of whether 
Pro to-Turkish had r or z, no conclusions on the chronology could be drawn. 
Common Samoyed *y&r 'hundred''«- LAB ST yflz17 leave no doubt 
that the word was borrowed before the separation of the Northern and 
Southern Samoyeds, i.e. before the beginning of the 1st century A. D. 
Thus we have two independent sources pointing approximately to the same 
time. 
found In Changsha and dated 802 Ä. D. They also cite the Chinese journal Wen Wu 
1973. No. 8 where referenoe is made to a pair of stirrups from a tomb dated 414 or 
416 A. D. (For this information I am indebted to I. Eceedy). A. Boodberg (Selected 
Works, Berkeley 1979, p. 112J cites a hitherto neglected passage from the Shan-thin 
kuo ch'un-ch'iu where In the biography of a certain Wang Lu reference ia made to 
stirrups. The event is dated 880 A. D. (Prof. R. A. Miller has kindly oalled my attention 
to this work). In the Young Museum, San Francisco, a clay hone statue is exhibited 
with a perfect pair of stirrups of a type more advanced than the small ones already 
mentioned..The statue is dated to Late Konfujldai, 6th-6th centuries. The earliest 
Korean stirrups are dated to the 4th century. Säe also L. White, Jr . Medieval Technol-
ogy and Social Change, Oxford s.a., pp. 14-28, and K. U. Kőhalmi, A steppék nomádja 
lóháton, fegyverben (The Nomads of the Steppe on Horseback and in Arms). Budapest 
1973, pp. 90-92, with further bibliography. 
" K. Sonner, Zu den alterten Berührungen zwischen Samojeden und Türken: JSFOu 
40 (1924), pp. 3^42. 
" Bee J . Janhunen, Samoyed-Altaic Contacts. Present State of Research; MSFOu 
168 (1977), p. 126, and Samojedischer Wortschatz. Qemeinsamojedieche Etymologien. 
Helsinki 1977, p. 60. 
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A terminus post quern can be extrapolated from the Old Tokharian loan-
words in AT.1® Suoh words as OTokh. yes 'metal' -»• AT *yez > yez ~ yer 
came into AT earlier than rotacism appeared. Early Turkish-Tokharian 
contacts (much earlier than those whioh are well known from Turkestan 
in the 8th-10th centuries A.D.) have been assumed by Németh" and 
Winter.*0 Aocording to the latter the time was "olose to the beginning of 
the Christian era" (p. 248). We are left to the hypothétical arguments of 
archaeology, and to interpretations of Chinese sources (Ytleh-ohi-Tokharian 
identity) as to when the early Turkish-Tokharian oontaots began. The whole 
issue of the North-East migration of the oentum -Tokharians seems too ob-
scure to me; I would venture to say no more than that it might have occurred 
in the first half of the first milleneum B. C. That would, then, be the ter-
minus post quem for the formation of LAT. 
Even less certain is the time of the formation of EAT, i.e. the formation 
» of Turkish itself. Barnstedt assumed11 tha t 4,000 years ago the Altaio 
languages were already separated. Ligeti11 .was of a similar opinion; reoently** 
he wrote: "about 2,000 B. C., perhaps 8,000.B. C " . In his post hum us work, 
. niift-SvityP4 stressed that the common Altaio language broke up signifi-
cantly earlier than the other five linguistio unities: Uralio, Dravidian, Indo-
European, Kartvelian and Semito-Hamitic. All these speculations reokon 
with the great differences which existed among the earliest reconstructed 
forms of Turkish, Mongolian and Mänohu-Tunguzian. I shall return to 
some aspects of this question later. For now, I should simply like to s a y ' 
that LAT is the stage where we can begin to work. If we can give a more or 
less adequate reconstruction of LAT, we shall perhaps get a new starting 
point for going further back to EAT — and Altaio. 
u For details, see A. Róna-Taa, Tocharische Elemente in den attaischen Sprachen t 
In Sprache, Geschichte und Kultur der altaischen Völker. Ed. O. Hazai, P. Zieme, 
Berlin 1974, pp. 499-604. 
" J . Németh, Probleme der türkischen Urzeit: Analecta Orientalia memoriae Alexandri 
Osama de Kőrös dicata: BOH V, Budapest 1942-1947, pp. 93-94. 
*• W. Winter, Tocharians and Turks. In Aspects of Altaic Civilization. Ed. D. Binar, 
Bloomington 1963, pp. 239-251. 
" G. J . Rannstedt, Einführung in die altaische Sprachwissenschaft: MSFOu 104, 1. 
Helsinki 1957, p. 16.' 
"Ligeti L., Az uráli és altáji nyélvek viszonyának kérdése (The Problem of the 
Relationship of the Uralio and Altaio Languages): 10K 4 (1953), p. ^58. 
" Ligeti L., Uráli török jövevényszavaink kérdéséhez (On the Problem of the Turkish 
Loanwords in Hungarian Borrowed from Uralic): MNy 69 (1963), p. 384. 
" V. M. Illií-Svityő, Opyt eravnenija nostratileskich jaxykov. Vvedenie. Sravniteljnyj 
slovarj I. Moskva 1971, p. 69. 
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Given the above context, we can now sketch the periods of the history, of 
the Chuvash language. Before going into the details, however, we need 
to solve a terminological problem.89 The ethnic name "Chuvash" is rela-
tively new. The Europeans learnt it from Herberstein23 who visited Russia 
in 151? and 1526. Herbarstein's data were taken over from Russian sources. 
In Russian chronicles, the name Chuvash (aoeam) ocours under the 
year 1553 in connection with the occupation of Kazan (PSRL 1914, 20, p. 
â§8, II635, 89, pp. 63, 162); this other sources referred to the Chuvash as 
Kfeadtow Ctaonuss (öeremiai Isugovye; of. 3. Tardy's paper below) for 
quits coral® tirn® affcai? ©a wall. Although several etymologies have bean 
Buggaa&stil fc Sfefa aêtaào mam®, to data we have no reliable data on its 
©ooEBBEtsaa®»- sasíliss' ûîaesn êfes feagjoaing oî tha 16th century. The. use of the 
nom® Bmlgoff n EOHEKSWHsgA mislisadlámg, mot only because the Slavonio Bul-
o n (J® staJ ütüs to dfcintn hsa» tits tesnninolcglcel concision which does exist in 
Ê&2 efcrâSÎKsGSoa cad parétrtifcsa&íoa o í the Turkish languages (for some examples, 
ess A. IMED-Sta» Iffeso Pm&Stszo o / Aasimi Twàie: Ada Orientaiia Uavnienaia 32 
POTOJj pji. SUS-SU 11.)'I VJJWIM №6 maty to raîîsot on Popps'o views on the classification 
C3ji5iwcc3t lha^aes». Ao £ 3 % cs SOS6, Pojjps expressed the view that Chuvash 
VxD Cto ütanüs AUtoio CansiBOjjs, tika othms M n g T W s h , Mongolian and Manchu-
WlSMfcnu £o to IPmyjKs'o !bte& ofcadpoinlt, n o read (of. Zw SleUung noch .dea Techu-
/cwcs&iscsîas; G/Ül B8 P07d), ¡pp. HS5-M7) Shot Chuveah ia nearer to the Turkish 
teaSBcgsa ( t e a to Moagofcn, catd Ilea uœdeîgona a caries of changea common to. the 
№sM3i Bangui®». On the.other hand, the relationship of Chuvash to the other lan-
giaogs3 b nád Efflso ûîtofc of cay of tits other Turkish languages to each other. With this 
wist?, <tx3 ®caa rally cgrsa. ¡Poppa fa cfco H361Í. when he stresses that in some cassa, 
CSnavcdh teoito d U ra»s® tost in tihs other Turkish languages — while he . 
©oxádterffidl ( t o £bs& CSNSVCA ¡boa imitovaíiona of its own as another of its peculiar 
tocâto. AQGÖMQCÍ ta cams « r s a l ctœide? o cpaoiol innovation what Poppe classifies 
co o psssjwail caeSíofami cscri) vies wsreo, tMa doss not touch the basic question of the 
plhos <&T &3 CSmavccDa lhaigœqge. I t h, SKKTSVST, more than a question of. terminology 
1 ça® Sh>% Aiscisai; "¡Trarfitüi wttoi Poppa calls Pra-Turklsh (vortiirlciach) and 
GÎ106 I tea fiSta (tesran "Bai^sosfam" to donote a group of languages of which Chuvash is 
œraSy oss, rfsffla IPtopg» tzsso l&s O&rm "CSbuveah" far the whole group. Poppe's classi-
flïrcifcircft b ntsasœ? to 4!to "Stomranboumthaosía" : I t ry to find a more flexible descrip-
tion. Hm cmy ccsa, I cgsea roiûî» IPteppa that after a common period in which all the 
Dnesatoia off tiic^a cpaaMmg TWTtHh longueges lived together, including those who 
qpata tSie «artlíKií fe?m of Chuvodi, the Turkish linguistio community disintegrated 
Into two groupa. The Oinly living mamber of the firet group is Chuvash, while all the 
Other Turkish languages belong to the second. A new step, however, is to ask how 
end when the first disintegration occurred. And if we investigate the matter it will 
be clear — ea in the case of áll other linguistic families — that this happened at 
a time when dialectal features came to prevail; 
u S. Herbersteln, Serum Moocoviticarum Commentant. Viennae 1549. In the edition 
whioh appeared in Basel 1666, on p. 91 : Czubafchi. 
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gars living in the Balkans bear the name of their early Turkish rulers, but 
also because Chuvssh is only one of the Bulgarian-type languages. The 
terra Bulgar-Turkiah — introduced by Gombocz under the influence of 
Afimarin — is ambivalent, having originally been used by Gombocz to 
denote the Volga Bulgars. We have, however, to reckon with Onogur-
Bulgarian tribes in many other places. Moreover, it веете highly likely 
that the ancestors of the Chuvash spoke a language very similar but not 
necessarily identical to the language refleoted in the Volga-Bulgar inscrip-
tions. Taking all these problems into account, for the sake of simplicity, I 
shall call all languages with r// Bulgarian, while the S/z languages I shall 
call Standard Turkish. For the periodization, I suggest using the following 
terme: 
. Ancient Bulgarian. This is the period when the Bulgarian dialects develop-
ed within the LAT unity. This lasted from the first centuries В. C. until 
the beginning of the 4th century A. D. when the Ancient Bulgarian tribes 
together with other Western Turks moved to the West. 
Old Bulgarian. Old Bulgarian can be divided into two sub-periods. Early 
Old Bulgarian lasted from the appearance of the Onogur-Bulgarian tribes 
in Khazakhstan around the middle of the 4th century, until the dissolution 
of the Great Bulgarian Empire around 670. Late Old Bulgarian can be 
further subdivided. LOB I lasted until the 0th century. This is an important 
turning-point in the history of the Old Bulgarian people. The Turkish-
speaking Bulgars living in the Balkans were rapidly assimilated by the 
Slavs towards the end of the 8th century (see pp. 147-161). The Magyars » 
living in close contact with the Onogur-Bulgarian people conquered the 
Carpathian basin and lost contact with them (for more detail, see pp. 141-
147). The Volga Bulgars slowly moved to the north and founded the Volga 
Bulgarian Empire in the 0th century, firat under Khazar supremacy. Late 
Old Bulgarian II is the period between the 0th century and the Mongolian 
conquest in 1286/1236. The Khazar Empire, in which Bulgarian-speaking 
groups played an important role, ceased to exist in the 10th century. We 
have, however, no reliable data on the fate of the inhabitants of the Khazar 
Empire. 
Middle Bulgarian begins with the destruction of the Volga Bulgarian 
Empire. During the reign of the Golden Horde we have to reckon with the 
matisive immigration of Kipchak tribes. Some Volga Bulgarian '.groups 
weie Tataricized, while others evaded the Kipchak intrusion, but got into 
close contact with the Finno-Ugrio people living in the forests. This is the 
time when the formation of the present Chuvash language began. Early 
Middle Bulgarian lasted until the organization of the Kazan Khanate in 
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the 1430s. In Late Middle Bulgarian, the influence of the Kipchak-Tatar 
grew considerably. Late Middle. Bulgarian lasted until the fall of Kazan 
in 1551/1552. 
New Bulgarian can also be called Chuvash if we speak about the periodi-
zation of the history of the language. In fact, the Tatars of the Kazan 
territory called themselves Bulgars until recent times, for ethnically, and 
in respect of political tradition they had much in common with the Bulgars. 
Though the influence of the Kipchak-Tatar language did not diminish in. 
the new Bulgarian period, the Russian influence grew significantly. The 
Christianization of the Chuvash began. Early New Bulgarian or Early 
Chuvash is the period from the fall of Kazan until the first written source 
in the Chuvash language: 1723, the compilation of Strahlenberg's word-list 
(published in 1730). The second sub-period lasted until the formation of the 
Chuvash literary language at about the end of the 10th century. After 
the October Revolution, Modern Chuvash began to develop. 
n . -
The sources of Chuvash linguistic history can be divided into two groups: 
written and linguistic sources. Among the written sources, we can distin-
guish those written in some Bulgarian language, and those written in a lan-
guage other than Bulgarian. Within the second group, we have to distinguish 
glosses (proper names, personal names, toponyms, titles, scattered common 
words, eto.) and glossaries. These latter originate from communications by 
native Bulgarian speakers, or non-Bulgarian individuals who spoke a Bul-
garian language, or are seoond and third hand. From the methodological 
point of view, we have to distinguish also those glosses of Bulgarian origin 
whioh were used by the authors of the texts in question as a word in their 
own language.. 
The linguistio sources can be grouped into four sub-groups. For Chuvash 
linguistic reconstruction, the data on the Standard Turkish languages are 
indispensable, helping us as they do to reconstruct the AT forms in those 
esses when we are dealing with original Chuvash words, and helping us to 
reconstruct the original in the cases of borrowing. The Chuvash language 
itself is of great help; through inner reconstruction, we can arrive at the 
original form. The third group consists of loanwords whioh entered the 
Chuvash language, while the fourth group contains those linguistic elements 
which were borrowed from Bulgarian by another language. All these sources 
complement each other, and thus our task is to give a reconstruction of the 
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changes in the Chuvash language which is consistent with or at least is not 
inconsistent with the data of the various sources. 
Since the Bulgarian languages are part of the Turkish language-family 
and Turkish belongs to the Altaic group of languages, theoretically the Altaio 
oommon language would be our first source. Although there is no reason 
to deny the Altaic linguistic unity, for the time being the reconstruction 
of Altaio seems to be farther off than ever. Until we reconstruct Ancient 
Turkish, Ancient Mongolian and Ancient Manchu-Tunguzian and then find 
systematic correspondences among the three, we have only vague hypothet-
ical forms to operate with. Let me illustrate this with just two examples. 
By means of inner reconstruction, we can assume the following system of 
oral guttural stops in initial position: 
Anoient Turkish Ancient MongoUan Ancient Manchu-Tunguzian 
к- к'- :.o- k-:V-:g-
A priori, we can consider none of the three systems as reflecting the origina 
Altaio. I t is very probable that the AT system is secondary, but until we 
know the conditions under which and the way in which the Altaic system 
was simplified, we cannot figure out how AT corresponds to AMo. and 
AMTung. Neither do we know whether it is AMo. or AMTung. which is 
secondary; perhaps both derive, say, from a quaternary system of opposi-
tion к : к ' : g : g' as in .Sanskrit. We could also assume for the whole series 
an undefined К but this would be nothing more than the symbol of our 
ignorance. 
In case of the Chuvash au- 'to count, to reckon', вит 'number', sun-
'to wish' etc. we can reconstruct With the help of other Turkish languages 
a stem ей-. In Mongolian, we find aana- 'to think' and in MTung. we can 
reconstruct a verb ей- ' to know*. I t can hardly be doubted that these words 
pertain together. Ramstedt and Poppe did not hesitate to reconstruct 
an Altaio stem ей-. Some problems, however, remained unsolved. The 
vowel is long in Common Turkish, but short in Bulgarian (otherwise we 
would expect tSu-). Of course this can be a secondary development. The 
Mongolian aana- is isolated; no other derivations of ea- are available, and 
the length of the vowel is undetectable. We can assume that the Mongolian 
aana- is the only form to be preserved, with all other derivatives having 
somehow disappeared. But it is suspicious that the, extended form лапа-
is present in Old Turkish, where it can hardly be. a Mongolian loan. The 
MTung. a&- has a very extended word-family with regular correspondences 




to reckon', AMo. 'to think' and AMTung. 'to know' can all be the semantical 
developments of à common Altaio word, but we can only guess which of 
the three meaningB — if not a fourth — was the original meaning of the 
word. 
With the above examples I wanted to show not the impossibility, but 
only the complexity of the problem of Altaio reconstruction. A sweeping 
soeptioism would close the way forward. But denying or overlooking the 
difficulties would only lead us astray. The more urgent task of the moment 
seems to be to reconstruct AT. 
The problem of the sources of AT begins with the much mooted language 
of the Asian Hsiung-nu and thé European Huns. Németh and others were 
of the opinion that-at least a group of the Huns spoke a Turkish language. 
Recently Doerfer drew a wholly negative conclusion. From a historical 
point of view, we cannot a priori deny that some Turkish tribes took part 
in the formation of the Hunnish federation. The material hitherto available 
is, however, too scanty for us to draw any — positive or negative — conclu-
sion. If some of the etymologies suggested by Németh and others do turn 
out to be correct, the language which they reflect was certainly not a Bul-
garian ono. I have mentioned the problem of the Huns only because Baska-
kov and many scholars following him derive the Bulgarian languages from 
the "WeHtom Hun" group.27 
As we have seen above, the Bulgarian dialects developed in LAT ; since 
this paper is devoted to the sources of Chuvash linguistic history, let us 
begin with the LAT sources. 
Among our sources on LAT, I have already mentioned the Old Tokharian 
loanwords borrowed before the formation of the Bulgarian dialects. Tokha-
rian documents are known originating from the 5th to the 8th centuries, 
when in Turkestan two (according to others, even three) Tokharian languages 
existed, Tokharian A and Tokharian B. The reconstruction of Common 
Tokharian has not yet been accomplished. In view of the fact that the 
two Tokharian languages w^re quite different from the 6th to the 8th 
centuries, first Old Tokharian A andOldTokharianB has to be reconstructed, 
and then their common ancestor. Thus e.g. TokhB. pié "five", TokhA.. 
pán both go back to an IE *penkUe, most probably through an Ancient 
" G. Doerfer, Zur Sprache der Hunnen: CAJ 17 (1973), pp. 1-60, with a detailed 
discussion of the earlier literature. For Baskakov's classification, see N. A. Baskakov, 
Vvedenijo v izuienije tjurkakich jazykov,* Moskva 1969, Priloienie 2. Western Hun in 
BaBkakov's terminology is practically Western Ancient Turkish ; he, however, insisted 
(cf. Periodizacija. . . , p. 44) that larnbdacism and rotacism were peculiar to Western 
Hun, for which I found no corroborating data. 
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Tokharian *peM3. With the regular drop of the preconaonantal nasal in 
TokhB., an Old Tokharian B *pei can be reconstructed, one which regularly 
gave the Turkish US. The length of US oould be due to the disappearance 
of the nasal. TokhB. y asá. TokhA. te&a 'gold' is a regular development of 
IB *yes. The Old Tokharian B form can be reconstructed as *yes (the d 
in yoa$ is secondary). This has been borrowed by the Turks as yez. The Old' 
Tokharian loanwords have, of oourse, to be separated from the Tokharian 
loanwords which entered OT and whioh, in the main, are part of Buddhist 
terminology (in some of these cases, Tokharian was only a mediator .of 
Prakrit forms). Tokharian peá is attested in VB bid and Chuv. pilék, 
while Tokharian yea is present in Mongolian Jer Sebaeg '(bronze) weapons', 
and further, in Permian and Mordvinian as LAB loans (see pp. 165-156). 
Chuv. yea 'brass' is a late Tatar loanword of the same ultimate origin. 
A very neglected field is the question of Old and Early Middle Iranian 
loanwords in AT. The IE etymology .of many Turkish words has been 
disoussed, but the chronological problems and the possible lending languages 
or dialects are mostly as yet undiscovered. In Turkish, we have to distin-
guish the loanwords borrowed by AT and by OT: those borrowed in the 
OB period, and those whioh came into LOB with Finno-Ugrian mediation. 
I t is very likely that we have to do with Iranian loanwords in the case of 
the Chuv. tina 'heifer' (AI dhe'imtfa, Awes tan daSnav > dina LAT 
tana > Chuv. tina), while the same word had been taken over muoh earlier 
by FU (see Hung, tehén *- AI)." More oomplioated is the question of Chuv. 
adra, Tu. Ara 'beer', which most recently has been compared with Iranian 
by Aalto.w Here the difficulties with the vocalism (Al awfi) and with the 
initial a- which became A- in 01 seem to be insurmountable. Joki'0 is surely 
right when he separates the Turkish words from the Zyryan and Votyak 
sur whioh aró of Iranian origin. As in the case of Tokharian, so also In the 
case of Iranian borrowing: we have to keep separate the words borrowed 
dining the OB period. 
The question of the Finno-Ugrian-Anoient Turkish contacts is obsoured 
by the problem of the Ural-Altaic relationship. A great number of parallel 
forms have been collected. Some authors are inclined to assume that most 
" See J . Harmatta, Irániak ¿a finnugorok, irániak ét magyarok (Iranians and Finno-
Ugriana, Iranians and Magyan). In Magyúr őstörténeti tanulmányok (Studies in 
Hungarian Prehistory). Ed. A. Bartha, K. Czeglédy, A. Róna-Tas. Budapest 1977, 
p. 177. ' 
•»P. Aalto, Iranian Contacta of the Turks in Prf-Itlamie Times. In Studia Turcica.' 
Ed. t . Ligeti BOB XVII. Rudapeet 1971, p. 30. 
" A. J . Joki, Vralier uri Indogermanen: MSFOu 161. Helsinki 1973, p. 317. 
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of theeeparallels pertain to a common Ural-Altaic period. At the 10th 
meeting of the Permanent International Altaistio Conference held in 
Hflsfok' in 1977., once more the question of the UA relationship was disous-
eed. There were enthusiastic, reserved and negative opinions expressed (see 
MSFOv 168, 1077), without any generally acceptable conclusion being 
drawn. As I have already pointed out, there are serious problems even with 
the reconstruction of the Altaio common language. These problems only, 
cumulate if we try to go further. 
At this point, the question seems more like a theological than a theoret-
ical question. 
I have chosen one of the most evident examples to demonstrate the kinds 
of problems that are involved. Rfis&nen [Etym. Wb. p. 8.), — an adherent 
of the idea of the UA unity — has suggested the genetio relationship of the 
following words: Tu. ayil 'an enclosure for livestock, village' ~ Mo. ayil 
'settlement, group of tents, neighbourhood' ~ Ma. falya, falga 'family, 
village' ~ Hung, fialu 'village', Ostyak pbyil, Votyak pdfil. The etymology 
is old. I t has already been discussed by Qombocz (Etez) who con-
nected the FU words with Tu. batiq ~ Mo. balyasun 'town'; and by 
Sauvageot,*1 Menges,9 Collinder" and others. The possible Altaio corres-
pondence is also mentioned by the MSzFE (I. p. 180.). Now, if the word 
would be of common UA origin, we would have- to accept the following 
hypotheses: 
1.The word is present only in the Ugrio languages (Hungarian, Vogul 
and Ostyak). The suggested Bamoyed equivalent has been rejected by 
Collinder and most lately by MSzFE, with reason. Other FU correspond-
ences suggested hitherto are likewise out of question. Thus we have also 
to assume that although the word is present only in Ugrio, it is a Uralio 
word which has been lost in all other U languages. 
2. If pay3l was the Uralio form, we have to assume a metathesis in Hun-
garian. If the metathesis occurred in Ob-Ugrio we have to reconstruct a 
form *pdy3 — as MSzFE does. 
3. For an Altaio comparison, the form pay3l fits better. If we chose this 
form, }han we have to assume that the wprd is a derivative. An U or FU -{ 
" A. Sauvageot, Recherchea вит le vocabulairedee languet ouraio-aUaUfuee. Budapest 
1929, pp. 17-18, 69. 
** K. Menges, Titles and Organizational Termв of the Qyfaii (Liao) and Qara-Qytaj 
(Si-Liao): BO 17 (1961-62), pp. 76-77, connecting our word with Kitan tca-li. 
M B. Collinder, Finno-Ugric Vocabulary. Stockhdlm 1966, p. 147, and Pro Hypotheai 
Uralo-Altaica: MSFOu 168. Helsinki 1977, p. 73 here with a ? mark. 
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derivative suffix can, of course, be assumed, but we do not know anything 
about the stem, for it appears nowhere. We have to assume that it has 
disappeared. 
4. If T14. ayil Mo. ayil and Ma. fatqa pertain together and are from Common 
Altaic, we have to assume an Altaic *payil. In this case, we have to assume 
MMo. hayil and Monguor %ayir, but in fact it is MMo. ayil and Monguor 
ayir that are attested. 
. 5. This difficulty can be removed if we assume that Mo. ayil < ayil 
is a Turkish loanword. This is very probable (see Doerfer, TMEN II , pp. 
83-84.) but in this case the Mo. member is not an Altaic word, and we have 
the word preserved only in Tu. and MT. 
6. If we oonfront Mining, falya and Tu. ayil, we have to assume that p-
was lost in Tu., and that once more, a metathesis occurred in only one of the 
two. 
7. If we assume that the metathesis occurred in MTung. (falya < *faliy < 
*paliy < *payil) we have to separate'the MTung. word from the following 
word family: MTung. palan (Nanai, Ulcha, Orok, Negidal, Udihe palan, 
Ma. falan) 'ground, court, yard place of birth'*4 MTung. palyan 'sole,-palm' 
(Evenki halgada- 'to go by foot', Solon aly& 'foot, sole, palm', Even halyan 
'sole', Negidal %alyan 'sole', Oroch %aya 'paw', Ude %aya 'id. (of a bear)', 
Ulcha palfan 'sole', Nanai palya 'id.', Ma. fálaifyu 'palm'., cf. Mo. alaya, 
MMo. halaya < *pala-yan etc.) This word family has the common root 
pal 'flat place'. 
8. If Tu. ayil is an Altaic word, we have to separate the word from the 
Tu. verb ay- 'to rise', ayim 'a single act of rising', ayan 'prostration(?)', 
ayiS 'ascent, rise'. This is difficult because ayil had the primary meaning 
in Tu; 'an en^osure raised for protecting the cattle'. 
I have presented this UA comparison to show how many hypotheses 
have to be accepted to consider the words historically identical. I chose 
an example in which each hypothesis could, in itself, be a possible one, or 
at least cannot be rejected outright. But though sometimes we do have to 
work with some hypothetical forms, so long a chain of hypotheses is hardly 
admissible. 
Németh, who did not accept the Altaic relationship, suggested another 
way. According to him,*8 Uralió and Turkish were in a close "relationship 
r ' ; y ^ 
M All data quoted from Sruvniteljnyj slovarj tungueo-maryiturekich jazylov I - I I -
By. V. I. Cincius. Leningrad 1975-1077. 
n J . Németh, Probleme der Tiirlfiechen Uneit. In Analecta Orientalia memoriae 
Alexandri Csorna de Kdrda dicata, BOH V, Budapest 1942-1947, pp. 57-102. 
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lika" oontaot before 5000 or 4000 B. C. Németh discussed some morpholog-
ical correspondences and 27 words which he thought to pertain to this 
period. With one exception (U maksa 'liver' Tu. ftayir) Ligeti" accepted 
Németh's comparisons as a sound basis for further research. However : he 
palled attention to such words as FU. poje 'fat' which is present as mai 
, only in the Volga Kipchak (-* Kirgiz) and the Siberian Turkish languages. 
Today, we can add to this list the Ttlrkmen may, b^t the OT and MT corres-
pondences are still missing, Thus, it is very probable that these words are 
of later origin, and are loans from various FU languages. All FU data have 
an initial non-nasal bilabial or dentilabial spirant; therefore, we have to 
assume a Turkish *bay from whieh may developed seoondarily. If this was 
an AT word, then the. b >m change would necessitate that we be able to 
reconstruct an AT baú. On the other hand, it seems improbable that the 
b > »»change occurred in several Turkish languages separately, and that 
the initial 6- remained unchanged in none of them. 
. Another example illustrating the complexity of the early FU—Tu. 
linguistio contacts is the history of the Chuvash word kunta 'basket, osier, 
birch-bark basket'. As its phohetical shape (with k-) clearly shows this word 
is a loanword in Chuvash, but it was present in LAB and was borrowed 
from the Volgar-Turkish languages by Permio, Cheremiss and Mordvinian 
(of. Wichmann, Tschutv. Lehnw., p. 76). The word is present in the Tatar 
dialects, in Bashkir, Tobolian, Shor, Khakass, Altai and Kyzyl and goes 
back to an earlier *qomdi (for which see Mo. gobdu, MT qobdu). This is a FU 
loanword, whose original form can be reconstructed as *komt3 'knapsack of 
birohbark' and which is present in Finnish, Vogul and Ostyak. As we have 
seen, the Volga-Finnish and Permio languages have reborrowed the word 
from Turkish. The word is present only in the northern area, where biroh-
bark is an important material, and is surely a oultural word. The chronolog-
ical coordinates are given by its existence in Finnish and in LOB; thus it 
can be Bafely dated baok to AT. This may be an important hint as to the 
location of the original homeland of the Anoient Turks, whioh had to be 
somewhere in South Siberia (see the part on the Samoyed-AT oontacts 
above, p. 132; and p. 188 below). 
Serious problems arise in connection with the question of the AT loan-
words in FU. I t is well known that the Siberian, the Volga Finnish and the 
Permian languages have many relatively late Turkish loanwords; but these 
can be easily distinguished. The only FU group wherein serious attempts 
have been made to sort out early — i.e. AT — loanwords is the Ugrian 
M At uráli és altáji nyelvek etc. 
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group. Poppe87 baa discussed the so called "Altaic", in fact early Turkish, 
loanwords in Hungarian, separating from the OB layer, a yet older one. 
In op. cit., p. 145 he wrote: "The general conclusion is, that in the light ' 
of present Altaic comparative studies, Altaic loanwords in Hungarian need 
not necessarily have been taken from Volga Bulgarian or Ancient Chuvash <> 
which might have been either one and the same, or two dialects close to 
each other. Some of the loanwords display undoubtedly pre-Turkish fea-
tures (nyár). Consequently, these forms were borrowed at a time much earli-
er than the period of the establishment of the Volga Bulgarian kingdom in 
the seventh century A. D. Other borrowings possibly invaded Hungarian 
later. . . " Ligeti in his answer88 discussed the phonological questions raised 
by Poppe and clearly demonstrated that of the archaic features dealt 
with by Poppe only the problem of AT ñ- is of relevance. While discussing 
the examples where AT A- > OT y- corresponds to Hung, ú (orthographic-
ally ny-) he concluded that there exists only one word in the case of which 
we can not exclude the possibility of AT or even earlier borrowing, and this 
is Hung, nyár 'summer' ~ Tu. yaz. The Hungarian Historical-Etymolog-
ipal Dictionary (TE8Z II, p. 1036) considered two possible etymologies for 
the Hungarian word; the above, and its etymological identity with the 
homophonous word nyár 'moor', nyár(fa) 'poplar' (fa 'tree'). The latter is 
of Uralio origin. Poppe89 insisted that the word is of Altaic origin; while 
some words wherein the Altaio ú corresponds to the Uralic ú he supposed 
to be from the common TJA language. 
An AT origin has been suggested for those words in which the Hung, h-
does correspond to the Tu. g- because in words containing back vowels, 
FU *k became > h. In most of the OB-Hung. correspondences, q re-
mained k in words containing back vowels. Therefore, those in which it 
became A- had to have been borrowed earlier. From the five words pertain-
ing to this group, Ligeti has deleted Tu. qazan ' ke t t l e '~ Hung, harang 
'bell' (originally a little one used in falconry).40 The four words that remained 
are Tu. qumtuz 'beaver' ~ Hung, hód; Tu. qotan 'swan' ~ Hung, hattyú; 
Tu. qumaq 'sand' ~ Hung, hotnok; Tu. qayiy 'boat' ~ Hung. hajó. These 
" N. Poppe, On some Altate Words in Hungarian. In American Studies in Uralio 
Linguistics, 1960, pp. 139-147. 
• L. Ligeti, A piropos des éléments "altaíques" dé la langue hongrois: ALH 11 (1961), 
pp. 15-42. 
• " N. Poppe, The Problem of Uralic and Altaic Affinity: MSPOu 168 (1977), p. 213 
" L. Ligeti, A harang mint csengS, csengettyd is kolomp (The Hungarian Word 
"Harang" as Denoting a Hand-bell, a Small Bell, and a Sheep Bell): MNy 64 (1968), 
pp. 76-78. M. Palló (UAJb 42, 1970, pp. 46-62) connected the word with Tu qonyar. 
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words do not seem to pertain to the same group. In case of Hung, hód < 
*kunt3 > Vogul *kuntil ~ Tu. qumtuz the Turkish origin of the word is 
dubious because the reconstructed Tu. *qumt is nowhere attested; moreover, 
, a final -mt is phonologically impossible." In case of Hung, hattyú < 
*koUan, Vog. Icotan, Osty. kotan ~ Tu. qotan ~ IcUten (-*• Hung, gö-
dény) ~ Mo. gotan ~ Tunguzian kutan (4- Xakut), Ma. qtUan (+- Mo.), 
the direotion of the borrowing is uncertain. If common Ugrio dissolved in 
the middle of the first milleneum В. C. even an Ugrio ->• AT -> Mo. -*• 
MTung. borrowing oan not be excluded. The reconstructed Ugrio -tt- (if 
we assume a short -/-, this should have ohanged into Hung, -«-) remains 
without explanation if we assume AT -> Ugric. But if we assume Ugrio -> 
AT there is no problem, because -tt- can easily have been replaced by -t-
in Tu. The Turkish, Mongolian and Manchu-Tunguzian forms with final 
-n can be secondary developments of an 17, while Ugric jj can hardly be 
a substitution for Tu. n. The Hungarian word homok has no Ob-Ugrio 
parallels, and we can not exclude the possibility that it has been borrowed 
from a Tu. language or dialeot where q > % had already occurred. Hung. 
hajó can be only a Bulgarian loan,** but the chronology of the Bulgarian 
q > % is not yet settled. 
Two explanations have been given for the correspondence Tu. yaz-
'to wr i te '~ Hung. ír- 'to write, to draw'; according to these explanations, 
we should assume not an OB origin — as do most authors — but an AT 
origin. In view of the Osty. yert- 'to draw', Kiepál and others (see MSzFE 
II, pp. 321-322) assumed an early AT yar-. This has certain difficulties; 
41 We oan, of course, assume a Tu. qumtu, but then the illabial vowel in the second 
syllable In Vogul becomes problematic. A Tu. qumtl would contradict the Turkish 
data where we have -ii- everywhere in the second syllable. The Tatar -»- in gundU 
la secondary. 
"Recently Slnor (On Water-Transport in Central Eurasia: VAJb 33 [1981], pp. 
163-168) suggested that Hung, hajó 'ship, boat' is a Turkish loanword borrowed before 
the к > h development. Doerfer (TMENIII, pp. 408-410) gives a plausible etymology 
(qay- 'to glide' qayyuq > qayuq), which is accepted by Claueon (p. 676). According to 
Doerfer, the Hung, haji is not very likely to pertain to the Turkish word (p. 410 
"was nioht sehr sicher scheint"). The MSzFE II, p. 248 quotes this as one of the two 
possible etymologies. The problem involved here is that in all Turkish date, wherever 
we have a final -q, Hungarian! points to a final -y. This was also remarked by Sinor, 
who, however, evaded the problem, writing: "Its discussion would lead us tax away 
from our present subject" (op. cit., p. 166). The voicing of the final Turkish -g/k in 
such cases Is a typical Bulgarian feature (see A. Róna-Tas, On the Chuvash Guttural 
Stops in the Final Position. In Studia Turcica. Ed. L. Ligeti, Budapest 1971, pp. 
389-399;) thus, in this casö, we have a word, with a'eure Bulgarian final and an initial 
Л- in Hungarian. 
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for one thing, y- does not usually disappear before a in Hungarian. The 
etymology is possible only if we assume an a > 1 > * change in Hungarian, 
certainly not an unprecedented step. Even in this case, however, we need 
not postulate that the word bad been borrowed by the common Ugrio. 
Both Ancient Ostyak and Hungarian oould have borrow the word inde-' 
pendently. In the latter ease, however, we oould not speoify the Tu. initial. 
In later OB loanwords, the OB, yielded the Hungarian d'- which was a 
new sound in this position, and no doubt developed under the influence of 
the massive influx of Turkish words. At this time, when Hungarian did not 
yet have an initial d'-, both a Tu. y- and a J- oould have been replaced by 
y-. The problem with the hypothesis that this ocourred in an OB word is 
that -{• is relatively, late in this word in Bulgarian (see pp. 169-100. below), 
and surely later than y- > f-. In Turkish, the disappearance of y- before t 
is normal or, at least possible; its disappearance before f- however, is 
unlikely. 
Another solution for Tu. yaz ~ Hung, ir- has been recently suggested 
by Sinor, who assumed that the Chuv. i in éir- préserved an original AT i-
while the y- etc. of the other Turkish languages was secondary. The supposi-
tion is that the form ¿ir- was borrowed by Early Hungarian along with a 
substitute «ír-, and that the initial »• regularly disappeared (through h-) as 
in other FU words. Sinor's arguments for postulating an AT i* are not con-
vincing, and the problems on the FU side also seem to be insurmountable.41 
I have above referred to the possible Samoyed-AT contacts already 
suggested by Donner and recently rediseussed by Janhunen.44 Below, I 
shall discuss one more Turkish-Samoyed parallel (pp. 160-161). 
The importance or the Paleo-Siberian Ket group for Turkish linguistic 
history has been stressed by Ligeti.41 Possible connections between the 
" I). Sinor (Altaic and Uralic: In Studies in Finno-Ugrie Linguistics in Hoturr of 
Alo Raun, Bloomington 1977, pp. 322-330.) He writes on p. 327: "For simple phonetlo 
reasons a direct j- > rl- development is unthinkable and in Altaio at least, unprece-
dented". This development is attested e.g. in Juchen where the word for 'pearl' is 
yinfüke in the 12th century, later becoming iiM%e; see also Ma. nióiFor this and 
parallel examples, see L. Ligeti, A törők,szókészlet története és török jövevényszavaink. 
Qyöngy. (The History of the Turkish Word-Stock and the Turkish Loanwords in 
Hungarian. Qyöngy 'Pearl': MNy 43 [1946], pp. 1-17). On the Ancient Turkish A-
see also p. 133 above, p. 140 below. The main problem, however, is that in ChuvaBh 
there is a phonemic opposition of <: i and that •( is atteetedly' late in Cht'tvaoh. 
** J. Janhunen, Samoyed-AUaie Contacts, etc. 
" Cf. Ligeti, A török szókészlet, and Mots de civilisation de Haute Asie en transcription 
chinoise: AOH 1 (1960), pp. 141-188, and Histojre de lexique des tongues turques: HO 
17 (1963), pp. 80-91. 
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Ket group and the language of the Huns have been suggested by Ligeti" 
and Pulley blank.47 
The Ket group consists of the already extinct languages of Arin, Assan, 
Kot, Pumpokol, and of the languages spoken by the small groups which 
lived among the Teleuts (ASkifitim) and the Koybals (Koybal-Kiätim). 
On these languages we have some linguistio material collected in the 
18th century.48 The Ket still living has two dialeots, Imbat and Sim. Ket 
has many Turkish loanwords, most of which are relatively recent, and were 
borrowed from the Siberian Turkish languages. Some of them could, how-
ever, be of earlier origin. Assan yali, Imbat dil, dul, Pumpokol dul 'child, 
young boy' (Duljzon op. cit., p.' 165) can, perhaps, be conneoted with Tu. 
yaS~ Mo. Jalayun,. nilga ~ MT Aal 'young, fresh'. On the other hand,' 
Assan US, Imbat 'ties, tie, iigs, Kot iii; Pumpokol its 'stone' (Duljzon op. 
cit., pp. 168-160), can hardly be separated from Tu. taS ~ Mo. iilayun. 
In the oases of the Arin tip, tep, Assan tip, Kot tip 'iron' (Duljzon, op. cit., 
p. 167) their connection with Tu; temüria dear if we take into account the 
Shor, Lebed and Sagai tebir. Imbat iede, Yeloguy ' Hr', Kureyka ' }i:re, 
' fiere 'spring' (Duljzon, op. cit., p. 160) could, perhaps, be a word connected 
with Tu. yaz (of. id- in 'iduma:t 'book' ~ Tu. yaz- 'to write'). 
Imbat lees 'weasel' is a relatively late loan from Tu. kiS 'sable', while 
Assam iya, Iya, Imbat 'eede, 'eedie, Kot iya, Pumpokol hji'yu (Duljzon, 
op. cit., p. 182) 'sable' is of Samoyed origin," and raises some problems 
regarding the old comparison Tu. kiS ~ kil Samoyed, *kili. The Ket data 
point to a Samoyed ki, and in this case -li in the Kamassian sili would 
, be a suffix. If so, then we have two, possibilities. Either ki goes back to kil' 
with a regular loss of final -/' in Samoyed, or the Turkish word is of Samoyed 
origin. To these, I would add the Kureyka de* Ket (Messerschmidt) de'e 
'sea' (Duljzon, op. cit., p. 173) — whioh, if it has anything to do with LAT 
terjir is interesting because of its initial d- — as well as the Arin ke'dilci, 
the Pumpokol ka'lu 'to speak' (Duljzon, op• cit., p. 162) which can perhaps 
be conneoted with the Tu. kele- (>Chuv. kola-), and the Mo. kele-. Since 
Duljzon and his collaborators have begun to work on the Ket material, 
44 Mots de civilisation. • 
" E. O. Pulley blank, The consonantal system of Old Chinese: Asia Major 0 (1982-63), 
pp. 68-144, 206-266.. 
" A. P. Duljzon, Slovamye materialy XVIII v. po ketskim nareOjam; Vtenye 
Zapiaki 19:2, Tomskij Qosudarstvennyj PedagogUSesklj Institut, Tomsk 1961, pp. 
162-189. 
" On the Samoyed-Ket contacts see F. Hajdl^, Die ältesten Berührungen zwischen 
den Samojeden und den jenieseischen Völkern: AOH 3 (1963), pp. 73-101. 
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we know a lot more of these languages. A systematic) comparison will be 
possible only after the Ancient Ket forms are reconstructed through inner » 
reconstruction. 
The most important source of LAT is the Mongolian language. All Altaists 
agree that in case of the Tu.-Mo. parallels, we have to separate the pre-13th 
century from the post-13th century layer. The only moot point is whether 
the pre-13th century layer is a monolitio one, or whether it should be further 
divided into several chronological layers. In the pdst, the adherents of the 
Altaic hypothesis had supposed that all pre-13th century Tu.-Mo. parallels 
originate from the common Altaio language. The opponents who denied 
the existence of a common Altaio language assumed that these parallels 
were borrowed from an early Turkish idiom by Mongolian. Now it seems 
that this rigid distinction is slowly disappearing. Even from a theoretical 
and historical point of view, it seems unlikelythat during the long period 
lasting from the dissolution of the Altaio community to the 13th century 
A. D. we have to do with only one contact. But if we have to reckon with 
more layers, only one of them can pertain to the common Altaio language, 
and all others will be instances of historical contacts, i.e. of loanwords. I 
think that the assumption that the Turkish and Mongolian languages were 
separated by an impenetrable wall from the time of the dissolution of the 
Altaic language until the 18th century is a postulate which cannot be main-
tained. I t is, of course, a more difficult task to specify the characteristics 
of the different layers than to merely declare their existence. But unless we 
postulate their existence, we have no chance of making progress in com-
parative Altaistics. In another paper50 I have suggested some criteria which 
might help UB distinguish among genetically inherited and borrowed words. 
As we have seen, the OT period began with the separation and southwest-
ward migration of the Western Turkish tribes. This radically changed the 
type of contact there was between the Turkish and Mongolian groups. Here, 
we have to consider the following: the Eastern Turks extended their power 
toward the east, and not only , remained in contact with the Mongolian 
tribes, but perhaps grew more influential. It is possible that although the 
bulk of the OB tribes migrated to the southwest, some groups remained 
in their original homeland — something often seen in the history of no-
mads,51 Their prestige, and influence on the Mongolians could not, however, 
" A. R6na-TaS, Ohiiee nasledie Hi zaimttvovanija t (K problems rodstva altajskich 
jazykov); VJa 1974: 1, pp. 31-45. 
11 A possible hint at an OB group which remained In the East can be found in the 
runic inscription of Kejilig Xobu (8. E. Malov, Enitejskaja pisjmennostj tjurkov, 
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matdh that of the Eastern Turks. The Onogur-Bulgarian tribes moved 
away from the vioinity of the Mongols, but some long-distanoe contacts 
can not be excluded. The steppe was always more of a connecting than 
a separating factor. It was not only the famous silk-road that served as 
a transmitter of objeots and their names: as far as the forested South 
Siberian region, we find traces of old East-West oontaots. Along these 
avenues some Old Bulgarian words may have reached the Mongolians even 
after the 4th century. Nevertheless, these post-4th century oontaots had 
quite another character. 
In discussing the Mongolian side of the AT-Mo. oontaots, we have also 
to take into acoount a few other considerations. Because of the great 
structural-typological similarity between the Turkish and the Mongolian 
languages, the chronology of some loanwords will always remain unspeoifi-
able. The ohronologioal ordering of the several layers is hampered also by 
our soanty knowledges of Old Mongolian. Old Mongolian consisted of a 
number of languages (suoh as Sien-pi, Tabgach, Kitan, Tu-yU-hun etc.). 
Middle Mongolian, as it appears from our sources, was the continuation of 
only one Old Mongolian language. The formation of the Chingisid Empire 
began with the uniting of several Mongolian tribes some of whom probably 
spoke yet other, now extinot, Mongolian languages. 
This has often been stressed by Ligeti, who demonstrated this problem 
with the words for 'iron'.1* The common word for 'iron' in Mongolian, 
tem&r, is well attested in all written sources and dialects. The word qaau 
'iron' has been preserved only in Dahur. Ligeti traced back this word to 
Moskva-Leningrad 1952, pp. 81-83). Its language is eastern Turkish and not Bulgarian. 
The name of the deceased in his childhood was Subui tn&l, and his adult name was 
Ktimtil Oge. It is said in the insuri|>tioii that he became Sge in his thirtieth year. He 
calls his people Ktimtil bodunum. The inscription uses the sign A for i throughout the 
text, also in words containing front vowels e.g. bet yafimta 'in my fifth year 'both 
fa are written with A and so is Subui. Ktimtil is written with Y i.e. with 1* as in el 
(line 4) elim (lines 6,9) "(my) nation". So the letter' V cannot be a mistake for V V t 
which is used in other inscriptions for i. The same enigmatio Kiimiil people occurs 
in the second inscription of Kizll Cira as kiimul bod"num : here the name of the de-
ceased was Kiil"g Toy*n, and his father's name waa Arslan KUl"g Tir'g. Malov (op. cit., 
p. 80, also Pamjainiki drevnetjurkikoj piejmennoeti Mongolii i Kirgizii. Moskva-
Lcitingrad 1969, pp. 69-70.) reads KumiiS budun here, but he had only second-hand 
copies which contained many errors. In the last edition of this inscription by Batma-
nov and Kunaa (Pamjainiki drevneljurkskoj piejmennoeti Tuvy I, Kyzil 1963, p. 57.), 
the -( of kumtil is clear. Perhaps this "Silver People" were OB tribes who had already 
lost their original language and spoke an Eastern Turkish idiom. 
"L. Ligeti, Mots de civilisation, pp. 150-108. 
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Kitan, where it was a loan from Old Kirgiz (most probably a non-Turkish 
' language of Old Paleosiberian, more precisely, of Ket affinity). The Old 
Kirgiz word had been borrowed from Samoyed where it pertains to the 
Uralic stock (U *yaé ~ with further IE affinities). 
The great task of the future will be to separate the AT words which 
invaded Ancient Mongolian from those which came into one or more Old 
Mongolian languages. In this connection, I can only quote Ligeti who, 
in connection with the reconstruction of the Tabgaoh words, wrote : "A 
propos des équivalents turcs et mandchous-tongous des mots mongols 
énumérés dans ce travail je n'enterai pas dans la discussion de l'hypothese 
altalque qui, à mes yeux, reste encore toujours a prouver aussi bien que la 
these des adversaires de' cette théorie. Je tiens pourtant & faire remarquer 
qu'on peut établir dès maintenant plusieurs couches d'emprunts réciproques 
entre le turc et le mongol d'une part et entre le mongol et le mandchou-
tongous de l'autre. La chronologie de se couches reste à faire ainsi qu'il 
reste à voir si la couche la plus ancienne (dans le domaine de la grammaire 
et du lexique) nous autorise ou non à admettre la parenté altalque" .w 
Let us look at one example by way of illustration. The existence of a pala-
tal nasal A in non-initial position can be reconstructed for AT and AB with 
inner reconstruction. The word for 'neck' Chuv. mdy can be compared with 
the ST boyun and its regular developments. In the Kipchak and Siberian 
languages, we have moyun, while in Yakut moy and moyun (not may). 
The Chuvash word goes back to the AB boh. The nasalization of the initial 
b- occurred before a nasal. As in case of the Til. qoyun 'sheep', where we have 
to reconstruct the AT qon the -y- goes back to ii. In the latter case, we also 
find the shorter form qon in some languages and in the Runic inscriptions 
— where a separate letter existed for n — so that qon is well attested (see 
Clauson, p. 631). In some dialects, A became denasalized. in others, depalat-
ized, and Kââyari noted both variants : qoy and qon. The Mo. qonin < *qoAin 
also preserved the trace of -4-.. This development occurred also in OT 
loanwords such as the Sanskrit putiya "merit" -> OT *buAa > buyan. 
Similarly, we can reconstruct a palatal nasal in the Chuvash word màyraka 
'horn' with the help of the the OT mfltjfflz, the Oghuz boynuz, the Kipchak 
and Siberian milgilz, the Turkestan murfiz and its regular developments. 
The final -ka is a diminutive suffix (OB *bll^ilr-\-ke > *m1lnttrke > mdyar-
ka > mâyraka)! 
"L. Ligeti, Le tabgatch, un dialecte de la langue sien-pi: In Mongolian Studies. 




The denaealization of these palatal nasals in initial position began earlier 
than in non-initial position. The later development coincides with the 
history of the y- of other origin. This AT change can be reconstructed only 
with the help of Mongolian. The word &ul 'tears' in Chuvash kuiiul (kud 'eye') 
goes baok to the AB •A&l. With the help of Tu. y&S 'id.', we would be able to 
reconstruct only t/aZ, but with the help of Mo. nil-busun 'id.', the initial h-
can be secured. 
The Chuv. yaS, yeS 'young' is a late Tatar loanword. An original word 
would have developed into *dul. In this case, the initial n is likewise seoured 
by the Mongolian nilqa and the MT Ml. The Turkish word was borrowed 
by Mongolian later, as was fala-yun 'young' (it is present only in a few MT 
languages, such as Solon and Evenki, where they are late Mongolian loan-
words). In such very rare cases where we have to do with a double Mongo-
lian representation of one and the same Turkish word, we are in the position 
to state that at least one of the two has to be a loanword. In case of the 
Turkish yaS ~ Mo. nilga, falayun, )alayun is undoubtedly a loanword, 
though it has an -I- in front of the Turkish i . 
' We know from Chuvash linguistio history that the open vowels became 
closed and the closed, reduced. With just inner Turkish reconstruction, it is 
difficult to tell when this.change began. In the case of the Tu. boz 'gray' 
Mo. boro the Mongolian form shows the vowel to be unchanged. But in the 
case of the Tu. qozi 'lamb' Mo. quri-yan, we may assume that in the lending 
language the process had already begun, and that the borrowed form was 
qgri or guri. 
The AT unvoiced guttural stops in final position (-qjk) became voiced 
in some cases in OB, and from then on, their history coincided with that 
of the original final voiced -g\y. The beginning of this change can be traced 
back in some OB loanwords to Mongolian. This I have demonstrated in 
another paper54 and I shall cite one example below (p. 150). 
Even more difficult than the question of OB loanwords in Mongolian 
is the problem of OB loanwords in Standard Turkish. Once more, from 
a theoretical point of view, we cannot deny the possibility that the Turkish 
languages borrowed from each other in the earliest periods, as they are 
still doing now. Though the problem is difficult, it is not hopeless. 
First we have to distinguish the processes going on in the LAT and in the 
OT periods. I have already referred to the peoularities of the dialectal fea-
tures (see p. 117-120). Now I would cite one example. The word for 'dream' 
in Chuvash is ti.Uk. By means of inner reconstruction, we have to reconstruct 
t 
" On the Chuvash Guttural Stops. 
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an OB tülelc where -ék is a speoial Chuvash suffix as in pilék 'five' (see ST 
bSi) or uy&x (see ST ay). In most of the other languages, we find tüS 'dream', 
but in Old Uighur, in Late Uighur, and in Yellow Uighur we find till, while • 
in Yakut ifiZ." Both Uighur and Yakut are ¿-languages, but in this case the 
-I word transgressed the phonological isogloss, and established itself in the 
language of the ancestors of the Uighurs and Yakuts. 
Another problem is posed by the Turkish wohja for 'year'. In ST, the 
word yaS denotes 'age', while yil is a speoial term for the calendar year. 
Bazin88 who dealt with the term in detail, rightly pointed out that yil 
is a cultural word connected with the spread of the use of the calendar of 
the twelve animals. Bazin proposed a Mongolian etymology for the word, 
one which seems highly improbable for several reasons. Since in the Volga 
Bulgarian inscriptions Jal is used for the calendar year (as is éul for both 
senses in Chuvssh) it can be assumed that ST yil is an OB loan. For historical 
reasons, it seems less probable to assume an OB -* Mo. -*• ST loan than 
e.g. an OB ->- Zhuan-zhuan -*• OT loan; 
After their great migration towards the southwest, the Bulgarian tribes 
got into contact with the peoples living in Eastern Europe. Among them, 
the most important for Chuvash linguistic history were the Magyars. 
The controversy over the question of when and where the ancestors of the 
Magyars lived together with the Old Bulgarian tribes is yet unsettled. 
According to Gombocz's older theory5' the Magyar-Bulgar contacts began 
in the 7th century in the Volgar-Kama region and lasted until the end of the 
• 8th century. Later, Gombooz changed his mind58 and placed the Magyar- ' 
Bulgar contacts in the region between the Kuban River and the Azovian 
Sea, and dated it as lasting from the 5th to the 7th century. After this, 
the Magyars had contacts with the Khazars whom Gombocz thought to 
have spoken. a non-Bulgarian type of language. The common opinion 
expressed in the volume edited in 1943 by Ligeti59 was far different. Here, 
u For details see A. Róna-Tas, Dream, Magic Power and Divination in the Altaic 
World: AOH 26 (1972), pp. 227-236; for further examples see: Some Problems of 
Ancient Turkic, on pp. 213-224. " • 
U L . Bazin, Les calendriers tures anciens et mediveaux. University de Lille III, 
1974, pp. 70-77. 
" Z. Gombocz, Die bulgarisch-ttirkiechen Lehnu-Srter in der ungarischen Sprache: 
MSFOu XXX (1912), pp. 194-208. 
58 Gombocz Z., A holgar kérdés ¿s a magyar hun monda (The Problem of the Búlgara 
and the Hungarian Hunnic Legend): MNy 17 (1921), pp. 16-21. 




it was assumed that the Magyars whose homeland was around the Belaya 
and Kama did not oome directly to the south, but had migrated to the 
east earlier, had met the Onogur-B ulgara somewhere on, the eastern slopes 
of the Urals, and had oome south together with them. In the 1960s, Németh'0 
returned to Gombocz's first theory. This theory, which has its supporters 
among Hungarian scholars even today (see e.g.. Fodor" who, however, 
assumes East Ural -»- West Ural ->• Azovian Sea Don) seems improbable 
because of the serious chronological difficulties it raises. In Gombocz's 
time, there was only indirect evidence of the time the Bulgars reached the 
Volga-Kama region. Today, a wealth of archaeological material helps 
us to date this migration.0 The earliest of the Volga Bulgarian finds is from 
BolSie Tarohani, quite in the south of the later Volga Bulgarian Empire. 
Among the excavated material, an Abbaside dirhem was found, one which 
janina dated to around the years 775-809.°* Even on the most generous 
assumption, the ooin could not have got buried before the 780s. This is 
the earliest post quem date at our disposal for the appearance of the Bulgars 
in this region, and not the 750s, as most of the authors used to assume. 
Since we meet the Magyars on the shores of the Black Sea at the very 
beginnings of the 9th century, we cannot assume that the considerable 
impact that the Bulgars had on the Magyars occurred in the Middle-Volga 
region. In view of the linguistic material, we have to assume at least two 
or three hundred years of olose contact, if not more. Since the Onogur-
Bulgars arrived in Southeastern Europe in the middle of the 5th century, 
this is the terminus post quem. The territory had to be the Cis-Caucasian — 
Kuban-Don-Azovian area, which was under Bulgarian and Khazar-
ian domination. No source refers to the Volga Bulgars as Onogurs (see 
Vasáry's paper in this volume). The Bulgars of the south, however, are 
, D J. Németh, Ungarisehe Stammesnamen bei den Btuchkiren: ALH 16 (1966), 
pp. 1-21. 
1. Fodor, Verecke hires útján. . . A magyar nép őstörténete és a honfoglalás (On the 
Famous Route of Verecke. . . The Prehistory of the Hungarian People and the Con-
quest of Hungary). Budapest 1976. 
" See R. O. Fachrutdinov, Archeotogiieskie pamjalniki Volisko—Kamskoj Bulgarii 
i ee territorija, Kazan] 1976, with á fine bibliography; E. P. Kazakov, Pamjalniki 
bolgarskogo vremeni v vostoénych rajonach Tatarii. Moskva 1978, anil Fodor's paper 
In this volume. 
"V. F. Genlng-A, H. Chalikov, Bannye bolgari na Volga. Moskva 1964, p. 63. On 
the chronological difficulties see K. Czeglődy, Etimológia és filológia. Bolgár-török 
jövevény szavnink történeti hátteréről (Etymology agd Philology. On the Historical 
Background of the Bulgar-Turkish Loanwords in Hungarian). Jn: EEM, pp. 82-
89. Czeglédy suggests West Urol -» East Ural -• Don — Lower Danube. 
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called Onogurs, as are the Danube Búlgara. If the Magyars had oome 
directly from the Middle-Volga region to Levedia the name used for them 
by the European sources — Qgre, wengri, (h)ungarua — all of them deriv-
ing from the name Onogur, would be inexplicable. We can easily account 
for the presence of the Magyars in the Middle-Volga region in the 13th 
century (as Munkácsi and Gombooz did) if we assume that they migrated 
to the north with the Volga Búlgara: This is exactly what we might expect. 
For if the Magyars lived with the Búlgara in the south, surely it makes 
sense that some of them joined those Búlgara who moved to the north, 
as later the three Kavar tribes joined the Magyars when they left the 
Khazar Empire. Thus, I see no impressive argument on the strength of 
which we should abandon Gombocz's second theory, though today we might 
slightly modify some of its details. 
Until recent times, the Magyars' conquest of the Carpathian Basin was 
considered the only possible terminus ante quern. This event is usually put 
at 806 A. D., although it is clear that the process began earlier and lasted 
for several years. Recently, László published a series of papers and mono-
graphs in which he suggests that the Magyar tribes who settled in the Car-
pathian basin at the end of the Oth century found an earlier Magyar popu-
lation already there.*4 According to László, the first wave of Hungarian-
speaking immigrants reached the Carpathian basin at about 670, when 
the archaeological material shows a significant change. László's arguments 
are convincing in that the change in the ethnic composition of the inhabit-
ants of the Carpathian basin is surely connected with the migrations into 
Southeastern Europe around 670. The most important of these was the 
migration of the Onogur-Bulgarian tribes, which began after the dissolution 
of the Great Bulgarian Empire of the Bouth, and in consequence of which 
the Bulgars went as far as the lower Danube region, and founded Bulgaria 
in the Balkans. Though we can be sure that the change in the Carpathian 
Basin was connected with this migration, there is no indication that Magyar 
groups took part in it to any great extent. What is of relevance from our 
point of view, however, is that we have to reckon with sizeable Onogur 
groups in the late Avar period, part of which could well have survived until 
the Magyar conquest. If so, some of the Bulgarian-type loanwords in Hun-
garian could have been borrowed when the two groups were already in the 
jh the Carpathian Basin, i.e. in the period after the conquest. 
"The beet summary of László's view is to be found in his recent work A "kettós 
hanjoglcdds" (The "Double Conquest" of Hungary). Budapest 1978, see also Die 
urujarische Landnahme und ihre Vorereignisse: CQIf'u I, Budapest 1976, pp. 195-
208, and ita discussion in CQJFÜ I I, pp. 196-238. 
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It is known from Constantino Porphyrogennetos' work that three Khazar 
tribes, called Kavars, joined the Magyars when they left the Khazar empire. 
Although we know nothing about the language of these tribes — they 
could have spoken either a Bulgarian or a non-Bulgarian Western Turkish 
idiom — their assimilation by the Finno-Ugrian-speaking Magyars might 
well have taken a number of decades even after the conquest. 
The Slavicization of the Danube Bulgars is generally thought to have 
been completed by about the end of the 8th century. Some Danube Bulga-
rian groups could, however, have played some part in the history of South-
ern Transylvania, and we can not exclude the possibility that some of them 
were not yet Slavicized. 
But even if we allow all three possibilities, the relevant sources refer to 
no Turkish-speaking group after the 10th century, except for the Muslim 
groups" (the Khaliz and Besermen); therefore, we have no reason to update 
the terminus ante quern much more than the middle of the 10th century. 
The group of Old Turkish loanwords in Hungarian is not homogeneous. 
Some words are definitely of OB origin. Some have linguistic features which 
do not necessarily mark them as OB, but which appear together with 
specifically OB features. Some others are neutral from this point of view, 
still others clearly show a non-Bulgarian character. There can be no doubt 
that oven those words which do have OB features or can be considered as 
OB belong to several chronological layers and dialects. 
In his university lectures, Goinbocz" enumerated the following OB 
criteria: 
1. Tu. a ~ Hung, r ~ (Chuv. r) 
2. Tu. Hung, i ~ (Chuv. /) 
3. Tu. 8- ~ Hung. S- ~ (Chuv. S-) 
4. Tu. 6 ~ Hung. S (•<— S > Chuv. ¿) 
5. Tu. -k\q ~ Hung, o (•*- y > Chuv. a) 
"See Czeglédy K., Az Árpád-kori mohamedánokról és neveikről (On the Muslims 
and their Names in the Arpadian Age). In: Nyelvtudományi Előadások (Lectures on 
Onomatology). Ed. M. Kázmér, J. Végli, Nyelvtudományi Értekezések 70 (1970), pp. 
254-259, and Ligeti L., A magyar nyelv török kapcsolatai és ami körülöttük van (Turkish-
Hungarian Linguistic Contacts and Some Attendant Problems): MNy 72 (1976), 
pp. 26-27. 
M Qombocz delivered several lectures at the university of Budapest on the history 
of the Hungarian word-stock and on the Turkish elements in the Hungarian language. 
The last series — of 1930 — has been published by Ligeti: Gombocz Z., Honfoglalás 
előtti bolgár-török jövevényszavaink (The Pre-Conquest Bulgar-Turkish Loanwords 
in Hungarian): Nyelvtudományi Értekezések 24, Budapest 1960, 32 p. 
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6. Tu. y- ~ Hung. a- ~ (Chuv. á-) 
Hung, d' ~ (Chuv. )>é-) 
7. Tu. -d- ~ Hung, a ~ (Chuv. d > a > -r, only in -gd-) 
8. Tu. -n ~ Hung, -m ~ (Chuv. -i») 
9. Tu. o ~ Hung.» < » ~ (Chuv. »). V 
In the case of Tu.«- ~ Hung. í-, Gombooz assumed a preserved archaism 
in OB, while Ligeti clearly pointed out87 that this was a secondary develop-
ment which occurred before i/t and long ő, which became \a. As for Tu. 
£ ~ Hung, á, Bérezi18 and Ligeti88 have expressed the opinion that S in 
these cases is a Hungarian development; the borrowed form had had £. 
Gombocz and then Ligeti have stressed that the -z- grade of AT -d- is 
present only in the -gd- duster, while Palló insisted that the z grade is to 
be found also in other positions.70 Németh71 and Ligeti7* raised the problem 
of the presence of protethio v- and y-, while Palló tried to prove that the 
protethio v- is attestedly present.78 
Doerfer™ and others76 suggested that in those oases where in Hungarian 
an -l£- is present in place of the OT S, the -l- is not an anorganio, secondary 
sound as was supposed by Gombocz78 but rather reflects the OB -l£-. Ligeti, 
"L. Ligeti, Les voyellea longues en ture: JA 1938, pp. 177-204. 
68 O. Bárczi, Le traitment de S et de 8 turca dana lea mote d'emprurú turca du proto-
hongroia. In: Studia Turcica. Ed. L. Ligeti, BOH XVII. Budapest 1971, pp. 39-46. 
•• Ligeti L., A magyar nyelv török kapcaolalai. 
, 0 Falló M., A magyar nyelvjárások atlasza 78. gaz "mauvaise herbe" térképéhez. 
(To Mop No. 78 yaz "mauvaise herbe" in the Atlas of Hungarian Dialects) : NyK 72 
(1970), pp. 431-436, anil Diemütlere Stufedes tschuwaschischenLautwandels d > ő > r: 
UAJb 43 (1971), pp. 79-88. 
" Niitnoth Gy., A honjoglaló magyarság kialakulása (The Ethnogenesis of the Con-
quering Magyars). Budapest 1930., p. 126. 
" Ligi'li L., Qyurmat ¿ajenó (The Hungarian Tribe-Names Gyarmat and Jenő): 
NyelvtudmiMiiyi Értekczéaek 40. Budapest 1964, pp. 230-239. 
"M. K. I'lillA, Zur Frage der Ischutvaachiachen v-Prothese: AOH 12 (1961), pp. 
33 44. 
"O. DoorlW, Klialaj Materials, Bloomington 1971, p. 275. 
"Ki'ma-Tas A., fíevezetés, p. 18. 
" In Old Hiingai'iiin, the -I- ill postvooalic position disappeared, and the preceding 
vowel bouiune long. At the same time, as a compensatory hyperurbanic feature, the 
secondary I develop«*!. This happened in words of Finno-Ugrian and also of Turkish 
origin. Thiis, is Old Hungarian, besides the "normal" form ács(aé) 'carpenter' < ayaiől 
we also find the form alch (read alé) attested as early as 1233 A. D. This means that 
BBcondnry, unorguiiio -Í- ia undoubtedly present in words of Turkish origin. The only 
question is whether \\n are entitled to operate \vith this feature in each case, and 
especinlly in rases ivlien we find an S in'ST. It is difficult to suppose that Chuvash 
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in a reoently written paper77 assumed that in suoh cases Hungarian borrowed 
an S sound which was ST, but figured also in the ST loanwords of OB, and 
this S became 6 secondarily in Hungarian. Before this 6 the -I- developed, 
also secondarily. In another paper, Ligeti78 raised the question of the voiced 
initial d- in front of the ST <-, and by implication this oan be extended to 
the g-.*> 
To the phonetioal oriteria, some lexical and semantical ones can be added. 
We have lexical evidenoe in cases where the Hungarian wordxis present 
only in Chuvash (as in Hung, disznó 'pig' •*- fdsna > Chuv. aisna < *áiana), 
or where it is a derivate whose stem is common to other Turkish languages, 
but where the derivate itself is to be found only in Chuvash and Hungarian 
(as Hung, eke 'plough' ~ Chuv. oia80 from Tu. dk- 'to sow'). A direct 
semantical criterion is when a word is common to the Turkish languages, 
but its speoial, secondary meaning is to be found only in Hungarian and in 
Chuvash (as e.g. Hung, tükör 'mirror', Chuv. tik&r, which in all other 
Turkish languages and in Mongolian means 'a round object'). An indirect 
semantical criterion is when a word pertains to the terminology of a cultural 
complex having OB oriteria, as in the case of the Turkish words for viti-
culture in Hungarian.• 
To the above we oan add some ohronological evidence. In some cases, 
either the history of the Hungarian word, or its fixed first octjurrence leaves 
no doubt of its being a pre-conquest loanword. In the case of the Hungarian 
dee 'carpenter' •*- Tu. ayadi > Chuv. yivaddé, the development -aya > a 
and the disappearance of the final -i prove t|hat the word is a very old one 
borrowed a word such as pui 'head'. It is well known that in Chuvash in words 
where the -It- cluster corresponds to the ST -li- the -I- disappeared through a spirant 
- f f / p and 6 became i; cf. ST qilii 'sword' > gtli > Chuv. xli, etc. We have at least 
one word which is also attested in Hungarian: kölcsön (köliön) 'loan', which in Chu-
vash has the forms: kivién, kiien [A£m. VI, pp. 106, 247], where the -/- is etymological 
(cf. Mo. kőlüatin), and its disappearance can be observed in current dialects. 
" Ligeti L., Régi török eredetű neveink (Old Hungarian Personal Names of Turkish 
Origin): MNy 74 (1978), pp. 266-274. According to Ligeti, all Chuvash words in 
which we find i in front of the BT i are loanwords borrowed at various times, mostly 
early on. 
w Ligeti L., A magyar nyelv tőrök kapcsolatai, p. 17. According to Ligeti the 
initial d- in Hungarian dől- 'to bend down, recline etc.' ST ttii- points to a hitherto 
unnoticed dialectal feature of OB. 
" See Róna-Tas A., Bevezetés, p. 22. To this category pertains e.g. Hung, görény 
'polecat' ~ 8T ktizen 'id.'. i I g 
In Modern Chuvash, the name for the plough is akapui, but in earlier sources 




indeed. Phonetically speaking, the Hungarian word árok 'chanel, ditch* 
could be even Ottoman, but its occurrence as a geographical name in 
a document from 1056 shows beyond a doubt that it is from pre-conquest 
times (of. Tu. arig). 
' The 250 or so common words of Turkish origin adopted by the Hungarians 
before the conquest of the Carpathian Basin can be augmented if we include 
the early onomastio material on the Hungary of between the 11th and the 
13th centuries81 and can be augmented further if we count the dialectal 
words, and some words whioh were adopted by neighbouring languages 
from Hungarian, but have disappeared from Hungarian. We know that 
with the immigration of Cumanian and Pecheneg tribes in the 13th century, 
a new layer of Turkish loanwords appeared in Hungarian. The oriteria of the 
separation of this layer, called "the middle layer" (the last being the 
Ottoman loanwords) is in some cases difficult, if not impossible. Altogether, 
the OB loanwords in Hungarian are our most important sources on the 
linguistic history of OB. 
A further group of sources is offered by the linguistic material of the 
Danube Bulgars. Here we can separate three groups. In the Greek (and 
Slavic) inscriptions of Bulgaria there oan be found scattered words, names 
and titles of OB origin, or as they are called by our Bulgarian colleagues, 
of Proto-Bulgarian origin. A special problem is posed by the so-called 
Proto-Bulgarian list of rulers. These are glosses embedded in non-Turkish 
texts. To a second group pertain those texts which are written in Danube 
Bulgarian. We know of one longer text, and a few fragments, and it is 
very likely that the Turkish language of the famous Treasure of Nagyszent-
miklÓH is not Pecheneg-Kipchak — as Németh was inclined to think82 — 
but Danube Bulgarian. The third group consists of the Danube Bulgarian 
words borrowed by either Early Old Church Slavic or Slavio Bulgarian. 
Of the Turkish language Greek inscriptions, the most interesting is the 
inscription of Byal Brag (near Preslav). In this inscription, we find the word 
" The basic work is Qombocz's Árpád-kori török személyneveink (Hungarian Fore-
names of Turkish Origin from the Arpadian Age): MNy 10 (1914), pp. 241-249, 
293-301, 337-342; and MNy 11 (1916), pp. 145-162, 246-252, 341-346, 433-438. 
See also Ligeti'e paper quoted in footnote 76. The work of L. Bliss, Földrajzi nevek 
etimológiai szótára (An Etymological Dictionary of Geographic Karnes). Budapest 
1978, is a very instructive and useful handbook, but its Turkish material has to be 
used with great caution. 
" J. Németh, Die Inechriften des Schalzes von Nagy-Szent-Miklós, Leipzig 1932, and 
The Huniform Inscriptions from Nagy-Szent-Milflós and the It uniform Scrips of Eastern 
Europe: ALH 21 (1971), pp. 1-62. 
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xvne ktipe 'chain mail' (cf. Chuv. këpe 'shirt') four times. In a fragment of 
another inscription, from Chatalar, we can read the word küpesi three times. 
In Modern Chuvash, the possessive suffix of the third person is -i ( > -ë), 
regardless of the ending of the stem, while in other Turkish languages, we 
find -si after vowels and -t after consonants. The AB si is to be found in 
only a very few Chuvash words, and scholars could not be sure whether the 
simpler Chuvash or the more complicated ST system was the original. Now, 
with the help of the Chatalar inscription, we can prove that the ST distri-. 
bution was also present in OB. 
The title figuring as ifr£»)gycuv fkavXa in a number of inscriptions can be 
found with in Selishte (near Preslav) written in Old Cyrillic letters as 
qpbroy6biJiia, which has to be read as iíirgü bille. The first word has been 
compared by Venedikov88, Deny84 and BeSevIiev85 with the Tu. iíreki 'the 
interior ; those who belong to the royal court*88 while the second, which 
occurs in the forms potjAaç, fiovhja, (loiXa etc. to the OT title boyla. The first 
is not without morphological, the second not without phonetical problems ; 
nevertheless, from them, the sound -6- can be safely assumed to have exist-
ed in 9th century Danube Bulgarian. 
More difficult is the evaluation of the material contained in the Proto-
Bulgarian List of Rulers. The original, from the 10th century, is preserved 
in three copies from the end of the 15th and of the 16th century, respect-
ively. The text of tho list is so mutilated and full of clerical errors that the 
past great efforts notwithstanding,87 they can be put to no real use. Let 
us look at two examples by way of illustration. After the names of the 
Danube Bulgarian rulers follows the old Church Slavio expression /rim eMO/y 
'his year', and then a Danube Bulgarian expression. Such a year is given in 
MSA as ABaïuuexTë in MSB as ABâHuiexTeMb, in MSC as ABâMiiexTeMi,. 
Pritsak (op. cit., pp. 56-68) suggested the following decipherment : 
" I. Venedikov, Novootkrit v Preslav pirvobtlgarski nadpis. In Izvestija na Bilgars-
koto archeologidesko institut, 16 (1946), pp. 146-166, and Trois inscript ions protobulgares : 
Razkopi i prouivanija 4 (1960), pp. 167-185. 
61 J. Deny, Une inscription en langue protobulgare découvert á Preslav: Revue des 
études byzantines 6 (1947), pp. 236-239. 
*»V. BeSevIiev, Die protobulgarischen Jnschrijten. Berlin 1963; on tlie Bjal Brag 
inscription, see pp. 238-242; on the Chatalar inscription,pp. 242-244; on the Selishte 
inscription pp. 299-301 ; see also the new edition: Ptrvo-bllgarski nadpisi. Sofía 
1979. 
M On this system, see I. Dujfev, Les boljars dits intérieurs et extérieure de la Bulgarie 
médiévale: A OH 3 (1963), pp. 167-177. 
" On the earlier literature, eee O. Friteak, Die bulgarische Ftirstenliste utid die 
Sprache der Protobulgaren. Wiesbaden 1965, pp. 11-14. 
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1. The word has to be segmented as dvan-Sextem. 
2. The copyist thought that the first word is the same as the Russian 
dva 'two*. Old Church Slavic orthography permits a so called kendetna-
sign (two gravis signs on a vowel letter) in case of such monosyllabic words. 
3. In the original, there was another sign which the copyist changed 
to this kendema-sign. 
4. This original sign was probably ("Es scheint so") a suspended /. There-
fore we have to assume an original form dttan". 
5. The form drtan" is to be read as dval'an. 
6. The word for 'hare' is tabHSyan in Tu., which would give the Danube 
Bulgarian tabilyan. 
7. This tabilyan changed: tabl'yan > tavl'yan > tavl'an. 
8. The initial t- became d- under the influence of the following consonant: 
tavl'an > davl'an. 
0. Finally we have to assume a metathesis: davl'an > dval'an; and all 
this gives us the Danube Bulgarian word for 'hare', which would have 
functioned for the Year of the Hare in the twelve-animal cycle. 
With a similar argumentation, Pritsak tried to prove that the year of 
Asparuch verenialem consists of vereni and aiem, where the first word 
would reflect a Bulgarian *bdreri, an equivalent of the Tu. bdri (op. cit., 
pp. 52-65). Bazin88 connected vereni with the OT ewren 'dragon'. He derived 
the word from the verb eurtlr- 'to turn round'. A similar etymology of the 
OT ewren is given by Clauaon (p. 13). Clauson connected the word for 
'dragon' with the word ewren 'a thing built in the shape of a blacksmith's 
oven in which bread is baked'. To support this, he quotes the Qutadyu 
Bilig, where we read: yaratt'i kdr ewren tuii ewrillUr "(God) created the 
firmament which revolves continuously". The firmament was so called 
because it revolves, the oven, beoause it was similar to the firmament. 
Clauson's etymology seems to be convincing. In a newly published Volga-
Bulgarian inscription8* the name of the dead person is : Awrdn awli Wurum 
Alib. "The son of Awrdn, Wurum Alib". Wurum Alib is theTu. Uzun Alp, 
and the inscription is one of the rare ones where the names are not Moslem 
names. Hence we can assume that Awrdn is also a Volga Bulgarian word. 
Both meanings, "firmament" or "dragon", are possible. In the light of the 
Volga Bulgarian dwrdn, Bazin's suggestion is already burdened with 
difficulties. We have either to assume a metathesis ewren -* weren or a 
u Les calendriere. , . , pp. 684-685. 
" A . H . Khalikov-J. G. Muhametahin, Unpublished Volga Bulgarian Inscriptions: 
AOH, 3J (1977), pp. 116-117. 
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change ewiren > ören > weren. The underlying verb is present in Hungarian 
aa őr - (of. őröl- 'to grind', örvény 'whirlpool',80 but Hungarian ő is a Hungar-
ian development from eioü. Moreover, Hungarian has an OB word for 
'dragon' sárkány (of. Tu. sazayan). -
It is surprising that so few words which can be safely qualified as OB 
have been found in Slavio Bulgarian. One of the safe comparisons has been 
suggested by Boev." Boev compared the Bulgarian Sile 'young lamb', 
Silegar 'herdsman of the Sile'a.', further Serbian Sil'eg 'two year-old lamb', 
and Albanian shilek 'young lamb' with the Tu. SiSek 'id.', and proposed 
an OB etymology in view of its -/-. The Tu. SiSek is a secondary form from 
tiSek, to be found in KaSyarl where it has the meaning 'a two-year-old 
sheep'. As I have shown,*2 the word can be derived from tiS 'tooth*, tiSe-
'to get or lose teeth' and refers to the age when the animal finally has all 
its teeth. This is^he etymology of the Hungarian word süllő f = Süllő) 'pike' 
which goes back to an earlier Siley. (on the evidence of some early Hungarian 
documents from the 12th century). 
Pike perch has another early name fogas which is a caique of the former 
(cf. Hung, fog 'tooth'). The word is present in Mongolian as silegü (Secret 
History of the Mongols) with the meaning silegü gonin 'two-year-old sheep'. 
In this case, we have a unique example from which we can reconstruct 
the entire history of the word : 
AB SilekB ~ AST tilek3 > Tu. SiSek 
I 
Sileg3 Mo. silegü -> Khak, Tuv. sil&lca 
ailttgü 
Bulgarian Sile(g) OB Siley ->• Hung, siley, > süllő -»• Bavarian 
Schiele 
Hung. Rumanian §aldu 
Serbian Sileg Hung. ->• Slovak Sul 
Albanian shilek 
MB Sila Tat. at la (Pallas) -> Kklp. sila 
• Bashk. *sila > h'ila 
Chu. Sála Cher. Sila 
••'Cf. M. Palló, Ein altttirkiicher Fachautdruck der Fischerei in den ttngarischen 
Urkunden: UAJb 35 (1984), pp. 58-63. 
•' E. Boev, Za predlurkekogo íjurnko vlijanie v bllgarskija ezik — oSfe njakolko 
prabSgarski dumi: BUgarski ezik 15 (1985), pp. 5-17. 




From the language of the Danube Bulgare, some words have been borrow-
ed by Old Church Slavic. The OChS word кап 'figure, idol' and its derivat-
ive капиште 'a pagan churcb ; the place of the idols' (see Faemer II, p. 
185) is interesting not only because of its importance for our'knowledge 
of the old religion of the Bulgare, but also because it offers evidence of an 
open il in Danube Bulgarian (cf. Chuv. leap. Hung, kép, whioh was substi- ' 
tuted by Slavic a and was not, of course, borrowed after a < d, which is 
a very late development in Chuvash). 
A similar word is the Bulgarian beleg, earlier belëg (cf. Bélgarski élimolo-
giien reínik I, 1971, p. 41), Russian beleg (Fasmer I , p. 147) etc. Ligeti'5 
has discussed the way this word might have got into Hungarian (of. bélyeg). 
In his opinion, it is slightly more probable that the word — one ultimately 
of Turkish origin (see Chuv. pallà, Volga Bulgarian belü-w-i with a possessive 
suffix) — came in to Hungarian with Slavic mediation rather than directly, 
as was assumed by TESZ. This is of importance since Slavic mediation can-
not be excluded in the case of a number of other Turkish words either. 
With the close historical connections between Danube Bulgarian and 
Middle Greek, one would expect to find OB words in Greek. The Byzantine-
sources are full of Bulgarian names, titles and glosses*4 but as far as I know, 
no serious attempt has ever been made to find Danube Bulgarian words 
in the spoken language of Byzantium. 
For the history of OB, the words borrowed from Greek are also of im-
portance. The ultimate origin of the Chuvash word pir 'linen' ~ Tu. böz, 
bez 'cotton, linen' is Old Egyptian.®5 It is very likely that the word was 
borrowed a number of times by the Altaic peoples, and that it came into 
•Chinese with Altaic mediation.*4 The earliest Chinese data are from 629 
A. D. The earlier words seem to have come through Greek mediation (see 
pvaaoç) ; the later, through Arabic. The history of this word is important 
because of its final -r in Chuvash. Benzing®' used this word to argue that 
the г > r changeras a late one. This, however, is very improbable. Wo 
know that the original AT d became an r in Chuvash through в > z (see 
"Li Ligeti, Turkológiai megjegyzések szláv jövevényszavainkhoz (Turkological Re-
marks on the Slavonic Loanwords in Hungarian) : MNy 63 (1967), pp. 427-441. 
H See Oy. Moravceik, Byzantinolurcica,l Berlin 1958. 
, 5A. Róna-Tas, Böz in the Altaic World: AUorientalische Forschungen 1П, Berlin 
1976, pp. 166-163. 
M I. Ecseiiy, Böz — An Exotic Cloth in the Chinese Imperial Court : AUorientalische 
Forschungen III, Berlin 1975, pp. 145-163. 




pp. 145,158). The word entered Chuvash when d was already S or z, and then 
changed into r. The history of this word also sheds some light on the contro-
versial problem of the so called "plus vowel" in Mongolian (see Tu. kök 
'blue' ^ Mo. köke, Tu. ikiz 'twillings'~ Mo. ikire etc). The word was bor-
rowed twice by Mongolian. The first borrowing was of the word büee 'girdle 
or belt', a word that denoted a girdle made of cotton or linen (see also Juchen 
bum, Ma. boso 'linen, cloth'; further Negidal, Oroch, Udihe, Orok, Nanai).M 
The Mo. böe 'linen, cloth' is a later loan. The final- -e in Mongolian is of 
Turkish origin, where it was adapted to the AT word structure. 
The great commercial routes through the steppes helped the transfer 
of western words towards the east, but also facilitated movement in the 
opposite direction. The Chuvash word ySniek 'ornaments on women's 
clothing' is a Tatar loanword. Its earlier form was infik (cf. the Tat. enfe > 
infi 'pearl'). From the Cher. 6in£e, iindie 'beads', we learn that a parallel 
form finfi, finíü existed along with the Volga Turkish *infi < iníü. Ligeti" 
has shown that Tu. yinfü finfil is of Chinese origin (see also Hung. 
gyöngy 'pearl'). With the help of Chuv. уёпбек ч- Tat. * infik ~ *finfik ~ 
•finfük (most probably itself a Tatar word of Volga Bulgarian origin), 
the enigmatic final -g of the Russian жемчуг 'pearl' can be explained. 
The Chuv. ear 'paint' is also a Tatar loanword (-<- Tat. air). The Tatar 
word is ultimately of Chinese origin (cf. Chinese ch'i < *te'jpt. See Clauson, 
pp. 842-843.) It is very probable that this word came into the other Turkish 
languages through early eastern Turkish mediation. 
The scrttered Khazar words in various sources have made a special 
contribution to our knowledge of OB. The material Golden has collected 
will prove a handy manual to those who wish to investigate the language 
of the Khazars. To be sure, Turks who spoke one or more OB dialects lived 
together in the Khazar Empire with other Western Turkish tribes. The 
famous and much discussed name of .the city Sarkel 'white house' displays 
definite OB features. Another important data is the river name хава a i o v 
glossed with fiavQov veyóv 'black water' by an anonymous scholiast, who 
added some explanations to the Notitae Episcopatuum composed between 
733-74в.100 This river name on the Crimean peninsula had a Khazar name 
which we can reconstruct as %ara i{«.lQ1 . 
M Sravniteljnyj elovarj tunguso-manjiiurakieh jazykov, I. p. 78. 
" Ligeti L., A török szikiadét, etc. 
, MSee Moravcsik Gy., Byzantinoturcica I, p. 466 and Ligeti's review in AOH 10 
(I960), pp. 306-807. 
101 A. Róna-Tea, A Volga Bulgarian Inecription from 1307: AOH, 30 (1976), pp. 
166-167. • ' 
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The Chuvash place name Xura Siv (ASm. XVI., p. 210) and xura Siv 
'muddy water' (ibid) is of the same origin. In contrast to xura Siv we also 
find Sur Siv (Aám. XVII., p. 240). Sur Su (ibid), SurSu (Aám. XVII., p. 244). 
SurSu is also the collective name of eight villages ; and the Russian name of 
a village is Belo-Voliok 'White Volga' from the name of a small river SurSu 
SorSu 'Belaya Voloika'. Sur Atai — meaning 'clear' — is the name of both 
the Kama and the Belaya (Russian: 'the white'). The Khazarian •¡(ara Siu 
has its counterpart in the Hungarian river name Kraasó (14th century 
Karaao, Karasu — read KaraSu) where the second part shows a clear OB 
character in front of the CT su 'water',10" not, however, from su but from 
Siu. In Constantino Porphyrogennetus we find its% as the title of the sub-
king of the Khazars. The final reflects the spirantization of the AT -g 
and is corroborated by Ibn Fadlan's «> (read beh) < bey -*• Hung, bő and 
the Chuvash pü (on which see K. Czeglédi's paper in this volume). 
One of the most important peoples living with the Turks of South Russia 
were the Alans. In the Ossetian Nart epic, a people — AgByrjAgur — is 
mentioned as a legendary, warlike tribe, great in numbers and nomadio 
in character.103 The reference is probably to the Oghurs. We know that in 
the Saltovo-Mayak culture, Bulgars and Alans lived together; we also 
know that both the Alans and the Onogurs had been their neighbours in 
the Cis-Caucaeian region.104 Thus, the Alanian-Bulgarian linguistic contacts 
cannot have been negligible. 
The Ossetian language is closely related to Alan, and has quite a word-
stock of Turkish origin. They pertain, however, to the later period of Tur-
kish-Ossetian symbiosis, when Kipchak or Kipchakicized tribes settled 
in the neighbourhood. In tho first two volumes of the Ossetian etymological 
dictionary published by Abaev, I could find no Turkish word which was 
clearly of OB character. The historical background of the Ossetian cyztjivjd 
'cheese' was recently settled by Ligeti.105 The word is present in Hungarian 
sajt (read: Sayt) and in Chuvash as iákat. Earlier (see TESZ III, 1976, p 
474), the Hungarian word was thought to be an OB loan, and the OsBetian 
word was also presumed to be of OB origin. Ligeti has pointed out that the 
Chuvash word is of Tatar origin (cf. Tatar dialectal íi'ytí), something well 
attested by some early Kipchak sources'. The word has a sound Ossetian 
101 See Kiss L., Földrajzi nevek, p. 317 where su has to be corrected as Siu. 
, 0 ' See V. I. Aboev, Jstoriko-itimologiieskij slovarj osetinskogo jazyka I , Moskva 
1988, p. 37. 
, w Czeglédy K., Nomád népek, p. 106. 
""Ligeti L., A magyar nyelv török kapcsolatai, pp! 22-23. 
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etymology, and the Hungarian word, for phonetio reasons, has to be a direct 
loan from early Ossetian or Alan. The word entered the Kipchak languages 
from the same source. The hypothesis that the Ossetian word entered the 
Kipchak language through OB mediation — while in Chuvash, it was lost 
and then reborrowed — is not entirely implausible, but ia difficult to prove. 
The Chuvash word ёйгте 'a kind of sausage filled with chipped intestines' 
was connected by Egorov (fitim. Slav.) with Ossetian dzormae/zormae 'id.'. 
The word is present in Georgian (¡furma), in Kabardian (Serumd) and in 
Ubih (ferme). It has no etymology in Ossetian. The word can be found in 
Mongolian as forme 'chip, shaving ; thin strips of meat, stuffing'; here, it 
ie a Turkish loan. The Turkish word can be found in Altay (уйгдЪт), in 
Soyot (ббгете) in Karachay-Balkar (fSrme), and in Bashkir (уйгте). 
In Кайуаг! we find ybrgemel 'the paunch or intestines wrapped and folded 
in the smaller intestines and then cooked by roasting' (Clauson, p. 066). 
The Turkish word is a derivative from the verb ydr- 'to wrap', ydrge- 'to 
wrap up' etc. Thus the Ossetian and the Caucasian words are of Turkish 
origin. The history of the Chuvash word can be reconstructed as follows: 
jbrgem > jbgrem > ¿йгте. 
We have to make further efforts to clear up the Alanian language's 
relations to OB, and our task is by no means hopeless. The Chuvash purta 
'hatchet axe' is surely of Iranian origin.10* The Ossetian faeraet 'id.' is, 
according to Abaev (op. cit., p. 451), an Old Persian loanword in Ossetian. 
The word is present in Zyryan and Votyak as purt 'knife', but, for phonetic 
and semantio reasons, these words have to be independent of the Chuvash 
word. It is possible that this word is of immediate Alan origin; for chrono-
logical reasons, Old Persian has to be excluded. In this case, we can assume 
OP paradu -*• Alanian paratu ( > Ossetian faraet) -+• OB baratv > Chuv. 
purta. 
Ш. 
Towards the end of the 8th century, the Bulgarian tribes reached the 
Volga-Kama region and came into close, contact with the Finno-Ugrian 
peoples. The oldest contacts with the Permians began at a time when the i 
two Permian languages, Zyryan and Votyak, had not yet separated. These 
early contacts with the common Permian language lasted approximately 
until the 10th century when the Zyryans moved far to the north. Later, 
1M N. Poppe, Bin aitet Kulturwort in den altaiichen Sprachen: Sludia Orientalia, 
19 (1962), pp. 23-26. 
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the Volga Bulgarians remained in contact only with the southern group, 
the Votyaks. The speakers of the Permyak dialect of Zyryan slowly moved 
back to the south, and came into contact with Votyak. The details of the 
oldest — i.e. LOB -* PP layer — have been dealt with in a separate paper 
(NyK 74,281-208, NyK 77,31-44). Here I would only mention two questions 
of chronological importance. The LOB-PP contacts had to have begun before 
the common Permian denasalization, and to have lasted to the time of the 
early Islamization of the Volga Bulgars1" (Pe. -»• LOB -»• PP). The 
history of the word gqba (Old Russian LOB -> PP) shows that the word 
was borrowed before the Old Russian denasalization into LOB and before the 
Permian denasalization into PP. These considerations allow us to suppose 
these contacts to have taken place some time during the Oth-lOth centuries. 
, w The beginnings of the Iskunization of the Volga Búlgara can be dated to a time 
before Ibn Rusta's account (written around A. D. 930); he already mentions the 
mosques and medrases, the muezzins, and the imams of the Volga Búlgara. I am not 
quite sure about the date of this passage in Ibn Rusta, but in any case even Ibn Fadlan 
admits that there was a Mohammedan community among the Volga Bulgers before 
his arrival. The newly found coin of Ja'far i.e. AlmuS (see below pp. 166-167) also points 
to the same time, since the names of the Caliph al-Muktafi (902-908) and of the 
Samanid Emir Imsa'il ibn Ahmad (892-907) can be read, on this one coin. The co-
existence of these two names place the origin of the coin between 902 and 907, which 
accords with Ibn Rusta'a account, as Janina, who published the data on the coin, 
noted. She may also be right when she sees no contradiction in Ibn Fad lan's having 
given the name Ja'far to AlmuS; AlmuS, if he were already Moslem, was very unlikely 
not to have a Moslem name. This is how we should interpret the whole story of the 
Friday prayer told by Ibn Fadlan; he ordered that the name Ja'far be used in the 
prayer, but he did not then given this name to the king, who may have been using 
both his Turkish and Moslem names simultaneously for a while. But even on the 
hypothesis that AlmuS simply erased the name of the former ruler from an older coin 
and put his own on instead and that Ibn Rusta's account was a later interpolation, 
there can be no doubt that the Islamization of the Bulgars began at the end of the 
9th or the beginning of the 10th century. The close contacts of Chwarezin and the 
Samanids were of a commercial and a political nature — it was not by mere chance 
that Ibn Fadlan chose this route to'the Volga B u l g a r B . These economio and political 
contacts were certain to bring.Islam with them. However, we can be just as sure that 
the firBt contact did not affect the whole population, only the courts of the tribal 
chiefs and the upper strata in the centres of Bulgar and Suvar. Therefore, the Arabio 
and New Persian loanwords which came along with Islamization needed a few genera-
tions to become part of the language of the Volga Bulgars. In any casé, even if we 
assume that P was borrowed in the earliest times, the religious meaning of 
this word in PP shows that it originates not from the first decades of superficial 
contacts, but from an already Moslem population which could hardly have developed 
before the end of the 10th century. 
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From tbe point of view of LOB linguistic history, I would mention one 
more fact here. The presence of the initial voiced g- in the Zyryan gub < PP 
gombi 'mushroom' shows that LOB had a voiced g- initial (and that the k-, 
in the Chuv. kdmpa is a late development). This has been mooted by 
Рорре,ш who considered this word a direct loan from Russian. However, 
the Tatar gómbe is a loan from the same Bulgarian word, and corroborates 
the existence of this initial.10* 
The Old Ruseian nasal was preserved in the Chuv. kinlele, kdnlala 'tow' 
(see the OR kodelja, also -*• Finnish kuontalo), and pertains to the same 
layer as kdmpa. The Chuv. muñía 'bath house' is surely Russian110 баня 
and not *мылня, as RSs&nen (Teehuw. Lehnw., p. 164) suggested. The 
Turkish data with -i- (Chuv. dial. molla, Afim. VIII., p. 263), the Altay 
milla, the Kacha mult'a, mild'a -*- Kamassian mulla, mult'ü,lu the Teleut, 
Lebed, Shor, and Sagay milla, the Tobol mulla, muilía and also munla 
and the Kurdak maílla are either due to dissimilation, and/or developed 
under the influence of the Russian мыло 'soap'. The Kazak monJfa, the Kirg. 
tnonlo, the Kklp. monSa, the Tkm. dial, mania, monlo, as the Tat. munla, 
the Bashk. munea, the Cher. moAJa, mola, muñía (and also mol'la), the 
Voty. muAlo all seem to be from Volga Bulgarian. The Russian word had 
to be borrowed before the a > о development, but the second eeries points 
to an -o- and not to -м-, which is important for the chronology of о > и. 
(For ny > nl, see Ar. dilnya 'world' > Chuv. ténle.) 
There are a few LOB loanwords in Mordvinian which have already been 
dealt with by Paasonen lu and recently by Feoktistov11'. Such are the 
Moksha Mordvinian aytr, ayira, ayra 'oool (of weather)' LOB ayar ~ Tu. 
ayaz, the Moksha Mordvinian éerd 'brass, yellow copper' LOB ier ~ Tu. 
yez, the Moksha Mordvinian iirik, and the Erza Mordvinian iirt'e, ¿ir?, 
¿irkd, ¿ir% 'ash-tree' •*- LOB ierek or iirek (cf. Tat. yirek, Misher уегек ~ 
Yak. sieik). 
IM N. N. Foppe, Cuvait i ich totedi. Ceboksary 1827, p. 26. 
IW On the Hungarian correepondenoe of tbe voloed OB initiale,- see p. 146 above. 
110 So alsoB. Scherner, Arabische und neupereische Lehnwörter im Techuuxteohisehen. 
Wiesbaden 1977, p. 90. 
"•Cf. A. J. Joki, Die Lehnwörter, p. 233. 
,M H. Paasonen, Die türkischen Lehnwörter im Mordwinischen: MSFOu 16; Helsinki 
1897. -
"'A. P. Feoktistov, K problème mordovsko-tjurkskih jazykovych koniaktov. In 
Êtnogsnez mordovskogo naroda, Ed. B. A. Ryba(£ov, B. A. Serebrennikov, A. P. 
Smirnov, Baransk 1985, pp. 331-343. 
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In (be course of their contacts with the FU peoples of the Middle Volga 
region, the Volga Bulgarian tribes not only lent but also borrowed a number 
of words. Some of the FU words in Chuvash we knew to be reoent, in other 
cases, we have no criteria for a chronology. A few seem to be early loans, 
most probably from the LOB period — e.g. the PP *p§lif -»• Chuv. pileS 
'ashberry' (Afim. IX., p. 209 ->Tat. Bashk. mileS), the PP рйrid -* Chuv. 
pirSi, pBrSS 'ice-axe' (Afim. X., p. 232 -»-Tat. dial. bOrbS, Bashk. Ъйтдг). 
The FU languages of the Volga-Kama region-have transmitted some 
Iranian words into LOB. One of them is the Chuv. dUSr, atdr, vdtdr 'otter 
(the English word is of the same EE origin)' -»- Cher. uS&r, Mir (or the Cher, 
is a direct loan from Iranian). The Permian vurd (Zyryan), vudor (Votyak) 
has developed from *ttdor where the v- is secondary under the influence of 
, ,the word vurdis, burdia 'mole'111. There does exist a secondary v- in Zyryan, 
but where it occurs we have quite different reflexes in the dialects and in 
Votyak,ш thus, the v- in the Zyryan vurd and in the Votyak vudor cannot be 
a spontaneous Permian development. The Iranian word has to be recon-
structed as *udro.lu 
I t is well known from the historical eouroes that the early Volga Bulgarian 
empire had close contacts with the Russians. I t was at this time that LOB 
words were borrowed by the Russians. 
The Russian word ponam 'a church of non-Christians' is mentioned by 
the Russian chronicles in connection with Bolgari, where the'envoys of the 
Grand Duke Vladimir (969-1016) saw in the town како ся покланяють 
въ храмЪ рекше ропати, стояце бес пояса i.e. "how they prostrate 
themselves in their church called ropat, standing without girdles". Pritsak117 
who quoted these lines assumed that we have to do here with a Volga 
Bulgarian word of Arabio origin (J»IJJ) and stressed that the Russian -p-
can be interpreted only if we euppose that the -b- was already an unvoiced 
media in Bulgarian, as it is now.118 More convincing is the suggestion, of 
114 On the primary v- in the latter word see Т. E. Uotila, Zur Oeschichte dee Konso-
nantiamue in den permiechen Sprachen: MSFOu 65, Helsinki 1933, p. 57. 
"» gee Uotila, op. cit., pp. 67-70; E. Itkonen, Zur Oeschichte dee Vokaiismue der 
ersten Silbe irn Tscheremissischen und in den permischen Sprachen: FUF 31 (1964), 
pp. 280-285; V. I. Lytkin, 1st. vole., pp. 23-26. 
, l s See Ossetian urd, urda, Awestan udro etc., Joki, Uralier, etc. p. 347 for another 
explanation of the FU and Chuvash words. 
O. Priteak, Balgaro-Tschuwaschica: VAJb 31 (1969), pp. 304-306. 
118 Similarity I. O. Dobrodomov, О sravniteljno-istorUeakom izuienii tjurkizmov 




Vasmer, who derives the word from the Middle Greek ganav»ov, going back, 
of course, to the same Arabio source. The weak point in Pritsak's suggestion 
(already mentioned by Fraehn) is that an initial r- is impossible in Volga 
Bulgarian (see Rüa > orua > virda 'Russian'). Moreover, if this word had 
already been part of the Bulgarian language (i.e. had no longer been felt 
to be a foreign word, so that -b- had become -B-) then a prothetic vowel, 
here an a-, would have developed. The expected prothetio a- is, in fact, 
present in the old district-name of Moscow, Arbat, which, Pisani suggests, 
has the same etymology, but this is cited with some reservation by Vasmer 
(cf. Étim. alov. I, p. 83). 
More conclusive is the word mpynoee in the Chronicle of Troick, occurring 
under the year 1230 with the meaning 'a nobleman of the Volga Bulgare' 
(see Fasmer IV, 1973, p. 108). Munkácsi11' and later, quite independently, 
Sachmatov1?0 and Samojloviö,m identified this word with the Tu. tudun, 
and reconstructed a Volga Bulgarian *turun. This is, at present; the earliest 
evidence of the OB change d >d >'z >r. (For this word in Chuvash 
toponymy, see C. Czeglédi's paper in this volume, p. 34) 
Recently, many soholars have dealt with the possible OB or MB words 
in East Slavonio and Russian.119 One can only hope that the voluminous 
monograph of Dobrodomovm wil| soon appear so that further conclusions 
might be drawn. 
We are in a better position in respect of another important source on 
LOB. The monograph published by Scherner144 on the Arabio and New 
Persian loanwords which came into Bulgarian along with Islamization 
Munkácsi B., A volgai bolgárokról (On the Volga Bulgare); Ethnographia 14 
(1903), pp. 72-73. 
u<> A. A. Sacbmatov, Zametka o jazyke volískich bolgár: Sbornik Muzeja Antropologii 
i Étnogrqfii 5 (1918), pp. 396-397. 
1,1 A. N. SamojloviS, Turun — Tvdun: Eiie primer turko-bulgarekogo rotacizma. 
In Sbornik Muzeja ArUropoligii i Étnograjii 5 (1918), pp. 398-400. 
, n 8ee N. Poppe, Jr., Studies of Turkish Loanwords in Russian. Wiesbaden 1971; 
and Dobrodomov's review: K istoriografii tjurkizmov v russkom jazyke: ST, 1974. 
6, pp. 72-76; also A. N. Kononov, Istorijaizuíenija tjurkskich jazykov v Rossii. Lenin-
grad 1972, pp. 251-266. 
I. Q. Dobrodornov has defended his dissertation Froblemy ixuienija bulgarskich 
leksileskich elementov v elavjanskich jazykach in 1974. In this work, he synthesized 
the results of about a hundred of his earlier papers scattered in many journals and 
anthologies. Since Dobrodornov has revised some of his earlier views, we must wait 
until this important work is published. 
m B. Scherner, Arabische und neupersische Lehnwörter im Tschuwaschischen. Wies-
baden 1977, with the bibliography of the earlier works. 
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of the Bulgarians enables us to draw some important conclusions. Scher-
ner's greatest merit is that he separated the Arabic/Persian loanwords 
whioh came into Chuvash with Tatar mediation from those which are of 
earlier prevalence. This earlier group is by no means homogeneous; most 
of the words pertaining here are also indirect loans, but some of them could 
be direct. The early layer is most important for the chronologioal evidence 
it gives of some changes in the Chuvash phonological system. We have 
historical reasons to assume that the Arabic and Persian words of the earlier 
layer — perhaps with the exception of a very few commercial terms — are 
not earlier than the end of the 9th century (see note 105). Thus, irrespective 
of the question of whether they were direct or indirect loans, any change 
in these Arabic and Persian words along with the Chuvash had to be later 
than the 9th century. 
We can easily work out a chronology for the complicated history of Chu-
vash vocalism with the help of the early Arabic and Persian loanwords. 
Most important here is the a > i change. See: 
Ar. habar 'news' ->-> Chuv. xipar 
Ar. baraf 'land tax ' -+—> Chuv. xiréá 
Ar. frazna «ijrf- 'treasure, house' -*•-*• Chuv. xisna 
Ar. mascara 'J*-' ' . 'to ridicule' -»•-»• Chuv. miskara 'joke' etc. 
Most of these words came through New Persian mediation, and the last 
surely through another Turkish language (because of the -k-). In view of 
these words, the change a > í in Chuvash has to be dated after the 9th 
century. This is corroborated by the etymology of the Chuv. pisák 'big' 
suggested by Levitskaja.m This is an early Kipchak loan (cf. baziq in Codex 
Cumanicus), earlier than the Chuvash a > » change. These findings appar-
ently contradict those OB loanwords which show a Hung. i( > i) change 
corresponding to Turkish a (as in tinó 'steer', tiló 'hemp-breaker', disznó, 
'hog' tyúk 'hen'). Doerfer12* suggested — as we have seen above (p. 115) — 
reconstructing a special AT phoneme. Schemer (op. ext., p. 28) distinguished 
between at > Chuv. i° and a^ > Chuv. o,u. I am inolined to assume that 
this is a special Bulgarian — and not AT — phenomenon, and that in OB 
we have to reckon with a labial and an illabial a, the second perhaps more 
central. The question of the Hungarian short a (which is labial) is one of the 
most controversial problems of the history of Hungarian vocalism. For 
l u L. S. Levitekaja, Cuvaéskie ttimologii: ST 1974. 2, pp. 80-81. 
»Khotaj Materials, pp. 179-180. 
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reasons not to be discussed here, I assume that the Hung. i( > i) in the 
above cases is a substitution, and does not reflect an OB». 
The chronology of the special Chuvash consonant changes also gains 
support from Arabic and Persian words. One of the most debated questions 
is the chronology of the spirantization of the consonants / and 6. In view 
of the NP jan -*• Chuv. áín 'man, human being', the NT i&l 'cross' -*• 
Chuv. xuá, NP jfafa -*• Chuv. xuéa 'master, merchant' and the above 
cited xirJa, we can state that these changes ocourred in Chuvash later 
than the 9th century. The NP yfaja was borrowed from LAB not only by 
P P but also by Old Russian, as X03H-HH. This can narrow the time of borrow-
ing to between the 9th and the 10th centuries. Both the PP and the Old 
Russian show a palatalized voiced affricate d'í, the intermediate stage of 
di >dí>tí>¿. 
For the chronology of the ti- > it- change, we have clear evidence in the 
Volga Bulgarian inscriptions.1" The only example cited by Schemer — 
(op. cit., p. 49) NP tez -> Chuv. ¿as 'quick, Swift' — has nothing to do with 
the ti > 6i development; the Chuvash word is of Russian origin. 
Of great interest is what the Arabic and Persian loanwords contribute 
to our knowledge of rotacism and lambdacism. Schemer (op. cit., p. 67) 
accepts the chronology suggested by Doerfer TMEN II, p. 623): 
AT *<f > eighth century 9 > tenth century z > thirteenth century rz > 
fourteenth century Chuv. r 
AT *z > eighth century rz > fourteenth century Chuv. r 
AT *yd > eighth century z > fourteenth century Chuv. r 
For the -rz- we have no clear criteria, while for r we do. In place of AT & 
we find r in the 13th century (turun), for the AT z we find r in Mongolian 
and Hungarian. 
Schemer cites three examples in which z > r might have occurred in 
loanwords that were neither Arabic nor Persian. Chuv. xir(a) 'pine tree' 
he connects with the Uralic word for PinUB abies (Finnish kuuei, Mordv 
kyz, Cher, kui, Zyr. koz, Voty. kiz, etc.)128, The two words pertain together, 
but Schemer did not put the question of which form was borrowed, and 
1.7 See A. Róna-Tas-S. Fodor, Epigraphica Bulgarica: Studia Uralo-Altaica I, 
Szeged 1973. 
1.8 On the word see Sebestyán N. I., Fdk ésfáa helyek régi nevei az urdli nyelvelcben 
(The Old Names of Trees and Wooded Places in the Uralic Languages): Finnugor 
Értekezétek 7, Budapest 1943, pp. 13-14; B. Collinder, Fenno-Ugric Vocabulary', 
1977, p. 49. 
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when. The Common Permian form has to be reconstructed ae *kowse12a > 
> *kQze. The Voty. -t- is a late development, and the word had alabial vowel 
in Permian, from which the Chuv. -i- cannot be deduced. Rasanen (Etym. 
Wb., p. 218) reconstructed *lcadi without a hint at the FU parallels. In 
Soyot, we find xad\, in Tuv. yaM, in Tofalar hadi, in Niine Iyus xayi,13" 
in Khak. xazi, xara xazi. The Turkish words pertain together, and their pro-
toform can be reconstructed as *qadx. This is a loan from Ancient Samoyed 
k&it 'pine' (cf. Nganassan buo, ku'a, Enets ka, kari, kadi, Yurak cha, Nenets 
%adi, hat, kadi, Sölkup qui, i'ud, ¡¡ea6e, ¡¡'üde, Khamass k'od, k'o" k'o, Tavgi 
kat). The final -ili in the Samoyed data is a derivative suffix > ifi).m 
The P. o-Samoyed form has to be reconstructed as *lcdit-iy& > kadi, 
and it was this that was taken into the Turkish languages. PS kdSt is the 
same word as the FU words enumerated above. Thus in this case, the Chuv. 
xira is an example for d > r, and not for 2 > r. 
Schemer's second etymology is the Chuv. tavar 'narrow, close'. Accord-
ing to him, this is a loan from the Tu. tiqiz; if it were an original word, we 
would find * tavar or *£ívÉr, he argues. The Turkish word is a derivative 
of the verb tiq- which we do, in fact, find in Chuvash as iák-, along with its 
derivative idlcras. The Turkish word tiqiz is present in Chuvash as a loan-
word in the form tdkds •*- Tat . tigiz < tiqiz. But in Tatar, we find the word 
tigrik, in Bashk. tigriq 'a narrow path, passage', which with the suffix -liy, 
has been taken over by Chuvash, where we find takarlak 'a narrow path'. 
These latter words are from the same verb tiq-, plus the deverbal suffix -r 
(see the OT tiyra- 'to be tough, turdy' Clauson, p. 472). The Chuvash word 
tavar occurs in the earliest documents as tuvir" (Soő, Viá), and in Viryal 
has the following forms : tuvdr, tövőr, tor (words I collected in the village of 
Morgaufi and Ryka Kasi) and turd (ASm. XIV, p. 156); it was taken over 
by Cheremiss as tor, tor (Raa&nen, Tschuw. Lehnw., p. 222). In view of the 
labial vowel in the first syllable, we have to reconstruct the first syllable 
as *to- (or *tu-); in fact, in Shor we find tobir, in Sagay, too, we find tobiir 
'blunt, short', so for the Chuvash tdvdr we have to reconstruct an earlier 
*tobur. 
The Chuv. tir- 'to thread, to string (beads etc.), to arrange in a row' 
Schemer considers a loan for similar reasons. The fact that the proposed 
Turkish equivalent tiz- has the vowel -»'- makes it improbable that there is 
l u See K. Rédei, A permi nyelvek első »¡¿tagi magánhangzóinak történetéhez (On the 
History of First Syllable Vowels in the Permie Languages): NyK LXX (1969), p. 40. 
1.0 V. I. Rassadin,- Fonetika i leksika tofalarekogo ytzyka, Ulan Ude 1971, p. 185. 
1.1 See Janhunen, Samojedischer WorUchatz, p. 61. 
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A direot connection between the two, because the AT » became g or i in 
Chuvash. Here we have to reconstruct an AB ter-. We find parallels for this 
in the Turki tez- and the Lobnor tez- (the Tatar tez- does not pertain here, 
being secondary from <«-). The case we htfve here is similar to that of 
ydrana cited above (p. 120), where the AB vooalism already had dialeotal 
features. To this I would add that t- before a back vocalio I does not always 
change into 6- even in original Chuvash words. A good example is the Tu. 
yeti 'seven', aUi 'six' > Chuv. Mil but ultd. The ti'>ii development was 
preceded by the f >»change which is the main trend in Chuvash (see qlz > 
x6r etc.). 
Thus we have no clear examples for the z > r development in loanwords. 
Quite another case is that of the Chuvash pir 'linen' (see pp. lfil-152 
above). This word entered Chuvash when the d >8 >z >r ohange was 
either in its 8 stage or its t stage. The same is true of the NP a&ina 'Friday' 
-*• Chuv. erne, both occurring by the 13th century (the latter ocours twice 
with -r- in the Volga Bulgarian inscriptions); these loanwords help our 
chronology only for d 5> r and not for z > r. 
More complicated is the question of the fate of the deep velar q in Arabio 
and Persian loanwords. For the sake of a chronological order, Soherner 
distinguishes three layers: 
AT qarin 'belly' ~ Chuv. xfram (original word) 
AT qafindaS 'brethren' Tat. ->• Chuv. xurdntdi 
AT qarindiq 'peritoneum' Chuv. kardntdk 
There is also a fourth layer: 
Tat. kapha 'gate,' door' Chuv. xapxa 
Tat. qayir- 'to throw' Chuv. zaydr-
Tat. kaSaga 'border, curtain' -*• Chuv. xaSaka 
Russian gazela 'newspaper' Chuv. xaial 
The following pattern emerges: 
I. in original word ga >xu 
II. in loanwords qa Chuv. xa >xu 
ga -* Chuv. xa 
qa -*• Chuv. ka 
As Schemer maintains, the last layer is clearly later than the d > a 
change. Before this change, Chuvash had no initial ka-. Either k& (later > 
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ka), or xa was substituted. This a could have been borrowed before the 
a > u change, or, given the Tat. qa- ~ Chuv. xu- after the a >o,u 
development was completed. After that, xa remained unchanged (as in 
xapxa, eto.). For this reason, the Arabic and Persian loanwords whioh have 
g- do not help us to work out the chronology of the q > % development. 
Theoretically, the Ar. quwwa 'strength' -*• NP qumeat -*• Chuv. xdvat could 
have occurred before the q > x development,,but also after it, in which 
case we are dealing with a case of substitution. Theoretically, the Chuvash 
word xlremeslen- 'to become red' can be a NP loan, a form of qirm'iz 'pur-
plen, red' (of. Schemer, op.cit., p. 80) but in this case, under the influence 
of the Chuv. xSr- 'to be hot, to be red', xSrl& 'red' it would have developed 
into x~ irrespective of the fact that it had been borrowed with a q-. 
Connected with the problem of the chronology of q > x and d > d > z 
is a word in Ibn Fadlan's work. As is well known, Ibn Fadlan visited the 
Volga Bulgars in 921/022. The word ¿lsJU occurs131 five times in his 
account of his journey. The word is the name for the birch tree, and occurs 
in the Hudud al-&lam (082-083) and in the writings of many other Persian 
and Arab authors mostly in the same form. The evidence in the Hudud al-
ftlam is of special interest: from it, we find that the tree grew in the land 
of the (Old) Khirghiz; from there, it was brought in great quantities. Biroh 
was used in the manufacturing of weapons (bows, arrows, spears, eto.), 
of various vessels, and its bark was used for writing on, and to make baskets. 
Marwazi (of 1120) remarks that ¿li.U is the most widely-spread tree in 
the land of the Bulgars. The word can be found in KA&yari as well. He states 
that the word is spelled qadxi) in Kharakhanid, but the Yaghma, Tukhsi, 
Kipchak, Yabayu, Tatar, Khay Chumul and Oghuz call it ¿bl» qayit] 
(see Clauson, p. 002). Clauson remarks that perhaps it is a Persian loanword 
not. translated in the ordinary dictionaries of either language. Doerfer 
(loc. cit) regards the Persian word as a Turkish loan. Since we have xurdn 
in Chuvash, in Tuvinian ¿at?»», gazfn in Khakass and Shor, and ¿at*» in 
Yakut, while we have qayin in moat other Turkish languages, it is surely 
a very old word in Turkish. For reasons of natural geography, we can 
hardly assume it to be an early Persian or Iranian word. The very early 
spread of this commercial word raised doubts about the usefulness of Ibn 
Fadlan's data to arrive at a chronology of the q > x ohange in OB. It 
could be argued that Ibn Fadlan may have known the word already before 
'«•See A.Z.V. Togan, Ibn Fadlan'» Reisebericht. Leipzig 1939 (reprint 1986), in 




his visit, and in this case the would not necessarily reflect a LOB %-. 
If we opt for this interpretation, the here refleots a Turkish q- > %-
(and not an Iranian x~< 818 do %an, x<*yan, x<dun, etc.). But if the initial x~ 
in .this word had beoome established in other Turkish languages, it is un-
likely that Ka&Yar!, who noted %- in other cases, would have failed to re-
mark on it. Therefore we can assume with some probability that the initial 
%- in Ibn Fadlan's word reflects either a Khazar or a Volga Bulgar x~-
If -8- had already been -r- in the language of the Volga Bulgara Ibn Fadlan 
would hardly have missed noting it. 
Although a great deal of work hgls been done on some important details, 
a thorough investigation of Ibn Fadlan's work as a Bource of Chuvash 
linguistic history is an urgent task still to be accomplished.1U Mead is called 
by Ibn Fadlan. This has to be read as aUiU. In this word, the -6-
is still an affricate, while the final -g has already disappeared (of. OT ail6ig, 
Clauson, p. 796). The goblet in which the sillu is kept during the wedding 
ceremonies is called jy-U which Togan. corrected to read ¿ y t - . The 
word is listed in KfiSyart as aayraq 'cup, goblet' and is a diminutive of aayir. 
The latter is surely a Persian loanword — as Clauson has noted (of. P. >U 
adgar). Ibn Fadlan's aSfrrafr reflects a Volga Bulgarian form sayray — 
if Togan's emendation is correct. But the form eayrai would also be possible, 
analogously to the Tu. baqir 'copper' > bagrai 'kettle (of copper)'. The name 
of the river in the "land of the Bashkirs" Ibn Fadlan writes as (Sub) 
the present Sok. This is conclusive evidence of -q > in this region, and 
thus aayrax is phonetioally possible. The name of the river CeremSan Ibn 
Fadlan wrote as O l — T h e river is called Sardinian in contemporary 
1W We have to be very cautious with Ibn Fadlan's linguistic data. Not only because 
of the possible scribal errors, of the slips made by the later copyists (one such slip 
is the •» on the end of Suwar, which, amended to -z by Kovalevskij, brought the word 
into connection with the ethnio name Chuvash, an impossible hypothesis for several 
reasons), but also because he might have misunderstood the local informants, especi-
ally as he knew no Turkish and used Interpreters. One of them was Tekln al-Turkl 
and the other Bftrs al-Qaqlabl, i.e. a "Turk" and a Bulgarian (for the Saqaliba-Bul-
garian problem, see CzegUdy, Zur mescheder Handschrift, pp. 227-231). Now Bars 
is written once in the MS as Fan, and Togan (p. 17) considered him as identical 
with the Jb^^-j l i Fan ibn Yanal mentioned in 325 A. H./936-937 A. D. YanSl 
is perhaps to be read as Yinal, and is the OT title Inal (see Clauson, p. 189). One of 
the leaders of the Oghuz is called by Ibn Fadlan (or his interpreter) as -HJI-. "the 
minor Yinal". In this case, we would have a good parallel to illever ~ jititever (see 
below p. 166-167). But even in thid case we do not know whether the title was pro-
nounced yinal in the language of the Oghuz, or was only explained to Ibn Fadlan 




Chuvash.154 Another river name is j-ijl»-. Whether or not the latter is 
identical with JauSirma, YäuSirma in the Cistopol rayon,135 hero, as in the 
former river name, we have an affricate in initial position, one which be-
came d- in Chuvaeh. 
The Arabio sources call our attention to another important source for 
a study of LOB. Ibn Rusta (cca 030) wrote that the Volga Bulgare had no 
money, but used marten furs in their commercial dealings. One marten 
fur was exchanged for two and a half dirhem. The white, round dirhems 
were procured from the territories of the Islam. Not much earlier, in 921 A. D., 
Ibn Fadlan related that when he met the ruler of the Bulgare, the ruler 
greeted him by throwing dirhems on him. These, of course, could well have 
been imported. We know a lot about the dirhems minted by the Volga 
Bulgare from the works of Fraehn,188 R. Vasmer,187 and Janina.188 The 
most important new finding is a coin bearing the name of Jafar ibn Abdallah, 
i.e. Almud, the ruler whom Ibn Fadlan met. (Seenöte 107.) Since the names 
of the Samanid emir Ismail ibn Ahmed (892-907) and of the Caliph al-
Muktafi (902-908) can be identified on the coin, the date of its emission 
can be fixed to have been between 902 and 907 (see Janina, op. cit., p. 181). 
The coin was found in I960 in Novgorod, another evidence of the close 
contacts between the Russians and the Volga Bulgare. In her present paper, 
>" For the details, see Röna-Tas, A Volga Bulgarian, pp. 164-166. 
ш See Togan, Ibn Fadlan'в Reisebericht, p. 38, G. V. Jusupov, Vvedenie v bulgaro-
tatarekuju ipigrafiku. Moskva-Leningrad I960, p. 76, Egqrov, Etim. SI., p. 226 ff. 
"•C.N.Fraehn,De numorum bulgaricorumforte antiquieeimo commentationie critico-
philologico-historicae, liber secundus. Casani 1816. 
l n R. Vasmer, Beitrüge zur mohamedanischen Münzkunde I I . Über die Münzen der 
Wolga-Bulgaren; Numizmatisehe Zeitschrift 68 (1926), pp. 63-84; R. R. Faemer, О 
monetach voliskich bolgar X. veka: Izveetija Obüestva Archeologii t ßtnogrqfii 33 (1926), 
pp. 29-60. On the distribution of the Volga Bulgarian coinage, see also R. R. Fasrner, 
Ob izdani novoj topografii nachodok kvfiieakieh monet v Vostoinoj Europe: Izvestija 
Akademii Nauk SSSR Old. ObM. nauk, ser. 7 (1933), pp. 473-484. BAlint Cs. has 
kindly called my attention to the following two publications: A. A. Bykov, Three 
Notes on Islamic Coins from Hoards in the Soviet Union. In Near Eastern Numismatics, 
Iconography, Epigraphy and History. Ed. D. K. Kouymjian, Beirut 1970, pp. 203-
210. In a hoard found at Kohtla- Järve (Estonia), a coin was found which can be dated 
to 366 A. H./976-976A. D. On it the name of Suwar is written with an emphatio f. 
This emphatic j, as has already been pointed out by Kovalevskij, is also to be found 
in Idrisi's work. V. V. Kropotkin, Torgovye svajzi voliskoj Bulgarii vX.v.po numizmati-
ieakim dannym: In Drevnie elavjane i ich sosedi. Ed. Ju. V. Kucharenko, MIA 176 
(1970), pp. 146-160 gives a good overview of the distribution of VB coinage. 
"* S. A. Janina, Novye dannye о monetnom dekane voliskoj Bolgarii X. v.: In Trudy 
Kujbiievskoj archeologiietkoj ekspedicii IV, Moekva4962, MIA 111, pp. 179-204. 
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Janina has clearly shown the Samanid origin of early Volga Bulgar coinage, 
a fact of great importance for the way the early Persian and Arabic loan-
words came to reach the Bulgars. 
Recently, Linder Weiin148 has found a coin in a collection in the parish 
of Högdarve, Rone in Gotland, Sweden. The hoard was hidden around 
1000 A. D. The ooin was dated, with some hesitation, at 365 A. H. (975— 
076 A. D.). I t is from the time of the Bulgar ruler. Mu'min ibn al-Hasan, 
and bears his title: 'jy»li. All other, hitherto known coins of Mu'min Ibn 
al-Hasan were issued in 366 A. H.140 with a Bulgar inscription, but did not 
bear the title of the king. There is, however, one coin141 on which something 
like jU Jj or JUjl has been read on the various specimens. R. Vasmer has 
thoroughly investigated the two specimens kept in the Hermitage in Lenin-
grad, and the one belonging to the collection of Leningrad University. 
He was sure that the first two and the last three letters were J> . JJ. The 
third letter he tentatively read as j , and identified the word with the jj^ UL 
of Ibn Fadlan, assuming that j z stand for Si The word became the 
subjeot of lengthly discussion. Kovalevskij,14* and Togan (op. cit.) read it 
as yiltxvar. Czeglédy14* finally identified this word with the Turkish title 
ilteber, supposing an OB form with a prothetic y-. Czeglédy read the second 
part of the word with a back vowel because of the use of the emphatic -l. 
On the coin discussed by R. Vasmer, in front of the word he read as J j J j 
there stands the title Janina (op. cit., p. 187) found it very unlikely 
that another title would occur after the title, and therefore rejected Kova-
levskij's and other proposed readings. She suggested reading J-UjU as 
al-atitir Bursal, i.e. the Emir of the Barsulas. For my part, I see no problem 
in the conjoining of an old and a new title by the Bulgarian ruler. While 
retaining his old .title (got from, the Khazars) he added the new one which 
he got from Ibn Fadlan's mission in the name of the Caliph. In the Secret 
History of the Mongols, the Kereit ruler To'oril is called Ongqan. The first 
U. 8. Linder Weiin, Volgabulghariska Jurslar i evenska silverskatter: Nor disk 
Numismatisk Unions Medlemsblad 1967, pp. 170-172. I am indebted for this data to 
Hiss S.-L. Maki. 
"»See R.R. Fasmer, 0 monetaeh, Nos 18-23, Janina, op. cit., pp. 191-192. 
M1R. R. Fasmer, O monetaeh, pp. 64-69. 
I had only the second edition of Kovalevskij's Ibn Fadlan edition; see Kniga 
Achmeda ibn-Fadlana o ego puteiestvii na Volgu. Charkov 1966; the first edition was 
published in 1939. See also his ŐutiaSi i bulgari po dannym Achmeda ibn-Fadlana: 
. UZÖ. 9 (1964), pp. 3-63. 
Czeglédy K., Egy bolgár török yütavar méltósdgnév (A Bulgar Turkish Title: 
yiltavar}.: MNy XL (1944), pp. 179-186, and Zuf mescheder Handschrifi von Ibn 
Fadlans Jieisebericht: AOH I (1960), pp. 217-260. 
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part of the title is the Chinese wang given to allied rulers ; while qan is an 
old title used also by the Mongols. In the Secret History, To'oril is most 
frequently called simply Ongqan i.e. by title only, without his name. 
A similarly hybrid title is to be read on a coin studied by B. Vasmer where, 
most probably, jfciljjfVI has to be read as al-amir yiltever. I see no good 
reason for reading the second part of the word with back vowels. I t is 
true that in later usage, the emphatic Arabio letters were used for words 
oontaing back vowels. This was true also in the case of most of the Volga 
Bulgar inscriptions. But this was not yet practice in the 10th and 11th 
centuries (Suwar is mostly written with sin, and only rarely, and later, 
which §&d) and was not followed by, for example, Kaé-farl. The emphatio 
character can be due to the preceding -/-. The title yiltewer is surely of 
Khazar origin; but the Khazar yiltewer and the Turkish ilteber ~ elteber 
is not necessarily of Turkish origin. We cannot tell whence the prothetio 
y- originated. We can be sure, however, that y- in initial position was pos-
sible in the language of the Volga Bulgars. And since in place of the Common 
Turkish y- we find )• in Volga Bulgar, the existing y- initals could only be 
prothetic. The word is further evidenoe for the existence of -v- in inter-
vocalio position. 
On some coins, the place of issue is given. We find JUL'^ IJ and j\y. The 
first place is Bulyar, the third, Suwar. The second was identified by Janina 
(op. cit.) as Biljar. In any case, we have to read the form B.lar. B.lar is 
well known from pre-Mongolian times. In the Hungarian chronicle written 
by Anonymus, we find the geographical name terra bular (Chapter 57) 
from where — with many other Moslems — came the noblemen Billa/Bylla 
and Bocsu (read Bokau), who were brothers. The latter had an offspring 
Ethey. From the same' territory came a Moslem with the name Heten.111 
144 J. Németh in a paper entitled Dot wolga-bulgarische Wort baqai "getehrter Herr" 
in Ungam. In Islam Tetkikleri Enatitüsü DergisiV (1973), pp. 166-170 identified the 
name Bocsu with Tu. boqH < Chinese. The name BiUa/ByUa had earlier been identified 
by Gy. Györffy Tanulmányok a magyar állam eredetéről (Studies on the Origins of 
the Hungarian State), Budapest 1969, p. 81, with the Turkish title boyla, whioh 
Németh accepted. For Ethey and Heten, Németh tentatively suggested a connection 
with the Tu. ed 'property, eto.', assuming that both names are of the same origin. 
The etymology of Bylla is very plausible, that of Bocau possible but not without 
some difficulties. The last two names can hardly be connected with ed. Here, I would 
only call attention to the initial A- of Heten, which can not be a Hungarian orthogra-
phical peoularity (a "superflous" A- is used in early Hungarian orthography, but this 
word is known from present geographical names with an initial h-). If the name is of 
Volga Bulgarian origin, we have here one of the earliest data on the Volga Bulgarian 
1 > *• 
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In the Chronicle of Simeon de Keza, written around 1283 relying on older 
sources, we come across the name Belar. Beiar was the name of a man 
who lived close to the Maeotis with his sons. Tke eponimous ancestors of 
the Hungarians Hunor and Magor abducted the wives of Belar's sor.s. 
Belar has long been identified by Hungarian scholars with the name Bulgar, 
and the story was taken as a legendary reminiscenoe of the early Bulgar-
Magyar contacts around the Azovian Sea. The Hungarian/Latin forms 
BularlBelar can be connected with early place-names in Hungary: Bolar 
1268 and Belar 1291,115 The form Buiar, Bolar is present also in the post-
Mongolian sources (on its occurrence in maps, see J . Tardy's paper in this 
volume). I t has to be added that in the same Hungarian chronicles, the name 
Bulgar denoted the Danube Bulgars. But in the relatio of Friar Julian, who 
visited the Volga Bulgars in 1235, this country is called Magna Bulgaria.1" 
I should like to conclude this review of the sources of LOB with a brief 
look at the work of KLfiäfarl. The relevance of Kääyari's data on the Bulgars 
and Suwars has been discussed by Benzing147 and Pritsak.148 According to 
Benzing, KfiSyari's data pertain to the Chuvash-type languages. Accord-
ing to Pritsak, KääYari had no first-hand data on the Volga Bulgars ; his 
data originate from merchants living in Bulgar and Suwar, but not speak-
ing a Chuvash-type language. Pritsak's arguments are convincing, and I 
would add only one more. The word 3~ß axaq 'foot' cannot be a LOB word, 
not because of its -z-, but because of its' final -q. In KS&yarl's time, the final 
-q was already either or -y > 0 (see Chuv. urä < *az%y < adaq). The 
same holds true of qanaq 'butter*. There is, however, a remark of KäS^ari 
which deserves more attention than Pritsak gave it. Kääyarl writes : "Some 
"•The historico-geographical data are collected in: Kristö Gy.-Makk F.-Szegffi Gy., 
Adatok "korai" helyneveink ismeretdhez (Some Data on "Early" Hungarian Place-
names) ! Acta Univereitatis Szegediensis, Acta Historica 44 (1973), pp. 14-16. Györffy 
In a paper (MNy XLVII [1961], p. 40) has called attention to the fact that a place 
Billa was called Bolar In 1268. 
"•There are two accounts of Friar Julian'B journeys. The first was written by 
Friar Biocard us on Julian's first journey. Most of the scholars do not doubt that 
Rlocardus' account does contain historical facte, only D. Sinor, Vn voyageur diu trezüme 
siide: le Dominicain Julien de Hongrie: B80A8 14 (1962), pp. 689-602 expressed 
a sceptical view. In the flrat account, we find Magna Bulgaria; in the second, written 
by Julian himself, the bulgari are mentioned. Cf. H. Dörrie, Drei Texte zur Geschichte 
dar Ungarn und Mongolen. Göttingen 1966. 
"»Review on O. Pritsak's Die Bulgarische Fürstenliste; ZDMO 108 (1968), 
pp. 427-480. 




of the Kipchaka, and the YimekB and the Suwara and the Bulgars and those 
who live in the vicinity of Bus and Rum put a j (in place of i)". I think ^ 
this remark refers to a feature which we would now call areal. Since we 
have conclusive evidence that d >0 >z >r took place in Chuvash (see 
P. adina -*• Chuv. erne 'Friday', and Ar. bez -* Chuv. fir) we can be sure 
that there was a time when they used "a j"; instead of "¿". This, as we 
have seen, must have been before 1230.1 see no reason why the -z- grade of 
LOB could not pertain to the kind of areal feature that Ka&yarf refers to. 
This would mean that we have a terminus post quern for the z > r change; 
thus, we can assume that the (d) >9 >z >r change occurred in the 
period between 1072 and 1230.14' 
"•The sources of Middle and New Bulgarian will be dealt with in another paper. 
I would only like to remark here that the overwhelming majority of the Chuvash 
loanwords in Cheremias pertain to the Middle Bulgarian period and will, therefore, be 
dealt with in the forthcoming paper. The Volga Bulgarian language reflected by the 
Volga Bulgarian inscriptions pertain also to the Middle Bulgarian period. The earliest 
such inscription is dated 1281.1 do not agree with those who consider the VB material 
in the inscriptions as a "dead", "sacred" language. On the other hand it Is clear that 
most of the words are rendered with a more qr lees standard orthography and the 
orthography shows many consistent traits which surely developed earlier than their 




ЯЗЫКОВОЕ ВЛИЯНИЕ ЮНГШЬСКОЯ ИСТЕРИИ XIII-XIV ВВ. 
Ранняя история монгольской империи имеет богатый фонд письменных источ-
ников. Эти источники делятся на две большие группы. В первую группу 
входят источники, написанные монголами или составленные под их надзором 
Вторую группу составляют письменные источники тех народов, с которыми 
монголы имели непосредственные или косвенные связи. Хотя большинство 
этих источников историкам хорошо известно, мы еще далеки от того, чтобы 
иметь в каждой области обработку этих материалов, удовлетворяющую совре 
менным требованиям. Таким образом хотелось бы лишь отметить, что среди 
источников того времени, касающихся истории монголов, может быть самый 
старый сохранившийся текст - это донесение венгерского монаха Юлиана за 
1237 год. Донесение было опубликовано в Венгрии в 1937 году Bendefy 
1938 , затем вскоре и на русском языке U1. /. Аннинский 1940 , а недавно 
вьыло и его немецкое издание Dörrie 1956 . Хотя монгольские отношения 
донесения были изучены уже многими Sitior, Ligeti, Györffy, Dörrie', 
его углубленный анализ с точки зрения монгольской истории еще лишь пред 
стоит. Этот источник показывает многие параллели с текстом Петра йсеро-
вича, игумена киевского Спасо-берестовского монастыря 1245 и был напи 
сан на десять лет раньше, чем хорошо известный доклад Плано Карпини. В 
В донесении Юлиана сохранилось, к сожалению, только в переводе, то пись 
мо, которое было написано "ханом" либо Эгедеем, либо Батыем "язычески 
ми буквами, но на татарском языке" венгерскому королю. Если Rachewiltz 
1976 прав в том, что знаменитый "Камень Чингиса", известный также под 
названием "Яисунгке-надпись", относится не к 1224-25 годам, как предпо-
лагали раньше, а примерно к 1250 году, то письмо в донесении Юлиана, 
правда, известное нам лишь в переводе, является самым старым памятником 
монгольского языка, поскольку оно на три года опережает монгольские 
строки Тэрегене. 
Здесь мы намерены рассмотреть другую группу источников, которая, 
хотя до сих пор и была хорошо известной, но ее историческая оценка не 
стояла в центре исследования. Как известно, монгольская империя оказала 
не только политическое, общественное, экономическое и культурное влия-
ния на историю Евразии, ее влияние отражается.также во всех языках, с 
носителями которых монголы состояли в непосредственных или косвенных 
контактах. Вопрос можно ставить и следующим образом! к.каким историчес-
ким выводам приводят нас среднемонгольские заимствования евразийских 
языков? 
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Чтобы на этот вопрос дать исчерпывающий ответ, необходимо было бы 
провести совместную монографическую работу ученых многих стран. В дан-
ной статье нам хотелось бы высказать лишь некоторые предварительные мы-
сли относительно такой монографии, возможной в будущем. 
Вопросу о среднемонгольских заимствованиях посвящена обширная ли-
тература. Среди важнейших работ должны быть отмечены следующие!" средне-
монгольские элементы в корейском Pelliot 1930, Lee 1964 , в китайском 
Serruys 1967 , в тибетском Laufer 1916 , в маньчжурском Санжеев 1930 
Ligeti 1960 , в тунгусском Poppe 1972, Цинциус 1975, 1979 , в персид-
ском Doerfer 1963 и в венгерском Németh 1953, Ligeti 1962 языках. 
Что касается монгольских заимствований русского языка, то можно указать 
отчасти на этимологический словарь Фасмера, русское издание которого 
под руководством Трубачева содержит богатую литературу, отчасти же 
на работы Ьенгеса. Мтогочисленные труды посвящены среднемонгольским эле 
ментам тюркских языков. Иэ обобщающих работ выявляются этимологические 
словари Рясянена и Севортяна. Среди крупных трудов о среднемонгольских 
заимствованиях в отдельных тюркских языках можно отметить: в якутском 
Kaluziñüki 1961 , в тувинском Poppe 1968 , в чувашском Кйпа-Та:; 
1982 , в караимском Zaj^czkowski 1956 , в куманском Poppe 1962 , в ка 
захском Конкаспаев 1962 , в киргизском Юнусалиев 1959 в турки Róna 
'Гаы 1966 , в башкирском Ишбердин 1979 . Хотелось бы отдельно отметить 
недавно вышедшую книгу В.И. Рассадина "Монголо-бурятские заимствования 
в сибирских тюркских языках" 1980 и упомянуть еще не опубликованную 
диссертацию венгерской исследовательницы Ева Чаки о монгольских заимст-
вованиях татарского языка. Множество очерков посвящено тематическим 
группам слов, и почти необозримо количество работ, исследующих то или 
иное слово или термин. Накопленный материал очень богат. В то же время 
необходимо указать и на то, что есть еще важные, и пока нерешенные за-
дачи. Мл не располагаем удовлетворяющими обработками в области ранних 
тюркских литературных языков хорезмийского, чагатайского или староуз-
бекского, турки, староосманского . Í что касается тибетского языка, то 
вышеупомянутая работа Лауфера, несмотря на ее значительные достоинства, 
давно устарела. 
Научный уровень разных исследований, разумеется, весьма различен. 
Есть среди них и выдающиеся работы, но также такие, в которых говорит-
ся просто о "параллелях" и не различаются древние, старомонгольские и 
новомонгольские соответствия. Вместо критического анализа предшество-
вавшей литературы нам здесь хотелось бы высказать несколько замечаний 
методологического характера. i 
1.Среднемонгольское происхождение того или иного слова имеет преж-
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де всего лингвистические фонетические и морфологические критерии, ко-
торые могут быть установлены лишь в результате основательного знания 
истории и источников монгольского языка. Поэтому метод сопоставления 
слова с формами, выписанными из современных монгольских словарей, следу-
ет признать неправомерным. Необходимо учитывать также и среднемонголь-
ские диалекты. Конечно, имеется немалое количество слов, у которых нет 
явных языковых критериев, по которым можно было бы считать их среднемон-
гольскими. 
2. Необходимо принимать во внимание также структуру и историю заим-
ствующего языка. Так, например, в современном тибетском разговорном язы-
ке Лассы слово со значением "уртонная служба" или "почтовая служба" зву-
чит как wu. Оно восходит к ранней тибетской разговорной форме wulá'. Ти-
бетское слово в принципе могло быть заимствованием среднемонгольского 
ula'a, u la или тюркского ulag. Однако, учитывая данные истории тибетско-
го языка, засчитывается только тюркское слово, а монгольское происхожде-
ние отпадает. Современная же тибетская форма umusu "чулки", напротив, 
соответствует литературному монгольскому слову oyimasun, а не тюркскому 
оуша. Следовательно, данное тибетское слово монгольского, а не средне-
монгольского происхождения, поскольку в среднемонгольском оно имело на-
чальное h- hoyimasun . Начальное среднемонгольское h-, которое, как из-
вестно, в монгольском языке исчезло, в тибетском сохранилось, например, 
в слове huían "красный" ср. среднемонг. hula'an . Тибетское слово umusu 
происходит из одного из южномонгольских диалектов. 
3. Согласно историко-лексикологическому критерию, если то или иное 
слово встречается в каком-либо немонгольском языке еще до среднемонголь-
ского периода, то оно не может считаться среднемонгольским заимствовани-
ем. Правда, тюркское слово ?aqir "пепельно-светлый" о глазах монголь-
ского происхождения ср. £а- "быть белым" , но так как оно встречается 
в произведении Махмуда Кашгарского 1072-74 , то оно не может быть сред-
немонгольским заимствованием. Возникает вопрос, куда же следует отнести 
слова, происходящие из монгольского языка киданов. Дело в том, что ка-
ра-кидани, постепенно ставшие тюрк гили, несколько монгольских слов пере-
дали своим соседям, и этот процесс закончился в начале XII века. Таким 
словом могло быть и ¡Sao ir. 
4. Помимо лингвистических и историко-лексикологических критериев, 
могут помогать и критерии семантические. Терминология какого-то типич-
но монгольского учреждения обычно монгольского происхождения. Иштван 
Вашари в своей недавно защищенной диссертации, посвященной дипломатии 
Золотой Орды, указал на несколько таких терминов монгольского происхож-
дения см. Vásáry 1976, 1978 . 
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5. Следует различить слова, заимствованные из живой разговорной 
речи, то есть настоящие заимствования, от глосс, цитат, терминов, упо-
требляемых как иностранные слова. Так, например, если в труде Рашид-
ад-Днна, написанном на персидском языке, мы читаем, что *у монголов 
есть обычаи называть младшего сына otSifin см. Doerferl963, 156 , то 
это слово не является среднемонгольским заимствованием в персидском 
языке. 
6. Значительная часть средйемонгольских заимствований попала из 
монгольского в данный язык не непосредственно. Так, например, подавляю-
щее большинство среднемонгольских элементов чувашского языка вошло в 
чувашский через татарское посредство ср. Poppe 1977, Róna-Tas 1982 . 
Современное чувашское слово чуптар "игреневый о масти лошади " являет-
ся заимствованием татарскрго чаптар, а это последнее, в свою очередь, не 
что иное, как заимствование западносреднемонгольского íabdar, которое 
соответствует литературному монгольскому Eabidur. 
7. В случае опосредованного заимствования необходимо ставить и ре-
шать вопрос о том, через разговорный или литературный язык то или иное 
слово попало в данный язык. Слово Niugaere, встречающееся в хронике OT-
TO фон Штейермарка, написанной между 1305 и 1320 годами, ср. Németh 
1953 врсходит в конечном итоге к западносреднемонгольской форме nflker. 
Но эта форма перешла в кыпчак-коман и оттуда, наверное, посредством 
венгерской латыни, попада в немецкий. 
8. Словарный состав монгольского языка состоит не только из древ-
них монгольских слов. Среднемонгольским заимствованием может быть и та-
кое слово, которое в конечном итоге тюркского, китайского или иранского 
происхождения. По мере возможности такое происхождение должно быть про-
слежено и указано. Так, например, слова paiza и bao8i китайского проис-
хождения, но в Евразии они распространились через монголов. Последнее 
слово bagSi попало в монгольский не прямо из китайского, а из уйгур-
ского. 
9. Очень важно принимать во внимание распространенность средне-
монгольского слова. Имеются слова, распространенные по всей Евразии. 
Таково, например, слово qara'ul, которое' хорошо известно повсюду, от 
маньчжурского до суахили, и от русского до арабского. Другие слова рас-
пространились лишь на ограниченной территории, например, на территории 
Золотой Орды. На основе распространения того или иного слова можно сде-
лать выводы относительно обстоятельств заимствования. Так, например, 
в случае киргизского dargan "кузнец, уважаемый человек" может быть ус-
тановлено не только его монгольское происхождение, но и то, что оно по-
пало в киргизский эпос, в том числе и в "Манас", из языка монгольских 
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эпосов. То же слово в китайский язык« например, вошло из кидацьского. 
10. Следует учитывать и изменения значения того или иного монголь-
ского слова, на различных этапах развития языка. Так, монгольское küre-
gen "аять", которое уже в империи чннгисидов обозначало знатного чело-
века, входившего а царствующую династию, позже стало титулом.. 
11, Наконец, мы должны считаться и с кальками монгольского проис-
хождения. Очевидно, что в случае тюркского basqaq и монгольского daruba 
одно из них является калькой другого ср. тюркское bas- "давить" и мон-
гольское daru- "давить" . В последнее время .происхождением данного сло-
ва занимался И. Вашари, и по его мнению, монгольское слово является 
калькой с тюркского. На основе исторических данных можно предположить, 
что здесь мы имеем дело с киданьским термином, который был заимствован 
монголами. А тюркское слово, которое возникло в языке кара-киданей, по-
степенно ставших тюрками, перешло от них в караханидскую империю, а по-
том к сельджукам и в Иран. Все вто опять свидетельствует о важности уче-
та киданьского языка. 
Из сказанного вине следует, что языковое исследование монгольской 
империи, с одной стороны, требует чрезвычайно большой предосторожности, 
а с другой, обработка богатого материала обещает новые важные результа-
ты. . 
Южно ожидать, что в результате работы мы получим новые данные, ка-
сающиеся особенностей государственной, политической, административной и 
военной систем империи. Выше уже были отмечены термины специального ха-
рактера,- как например. ' nflker. ktlregen, .jara'ul, paiza, daruja. Перечис-
ление можно было бы расширить! Serbl, Satfda'ui, Singsang. ong, Jjiecen, 
cjorïi, kebte'tll, kesikten, noyan и т.д. и т.п. Этими терминами занима-
лись многие и после фундаментального труда Владимирцова. в свою 
очередь, считаем необходимым здесь выделить еще группу другого типа сло-
варного состава. 
Основное значение монгольского глагола bolТа- "договориться о сро-
ке", из которого возникло bolTal. bolear "определенный срок". Данное 
слово попало в тунгусский, персидский, грузинский и почти.во вое тюрк-
ские языки. Первоначально оно распространилось как военный термин и 
обозначало место и время встречи военных отрядов. Первоначальное значе-
ние монгольского слова агуа "хитрость, обманчивость", .а слово распро-
странилось в значении "военная хитрость", позже значение олова измени-
лось и в монгольском языке, и, как известно, оно в настоящее время име-
ет основное эначенив "способ, метод", то есть оно почти целиком утрати-
ло военное и отрицательное содержание своего значения. Юнгольское сло-
во manglai "чело, лоб" стало известным не как название части тела, а в 
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уначении "передовая часть, авангард" армии. В то же время монгольское 
qoSlTfun "передняя часть губ и т.п." обозначало "продвиженныЯ клин" в 
армии. В современном монгольском языке данное слово существовало до ре-
волюции и в качестве наименования административных районов. В отличие 
от продвиженных отрядов, названием задних вспомогательных войск было 
dem, а заднее резервное войско называлось ge'fige. Основным значением это-
го последнего слова, как это было и в прошлом, является "коса волосы ". 
Названия левого и правого крыльев - barünyar и Те'Оп^аг, последнее со-
хранилось и в названии Дэунгария. Центральные военный отряд назывался 
ifol-^ol, современное же значение этого слова - "центр, середина", однако 
в это слово распространилось как военный термин*,Преследующая разбитого 
часть войска имеет название пеке'01, которое в обиходной речи значит 
"погоня, гонец". . . . 1 
Уже ранее отмечалось многими,что среди среднемонгольских заимство-
ваний поразительно велико количество слов, относящихся х терминологии 
коневодства. Причем вти слова заимствовались и такими языками, носители 
которых имели высоко развитое коневодство. Так, например, для названия, 
трех- и четырехлетнего коней даже в турецком языке, где относительно 
мало среднемонгольских заимствований, употребляются слова funan и dOnen. 
То же самое можно сказать и о названиях масти лошадей. О слове KahiduT» 
уже говорилось, таковы же, например, еще слова ktlreng "коричневый, бу-
рый" , ?fe'erde "рыжий", qali'un "буланый"» из названий сбруи noftta "недо-
узок", delbege "вожжи", Tilufla "поводья", gilbü'ur "повод". Среди заим-
ствований фигурирует и монгольское aota "мерин, холощенный жеребец", од-
нако вряд ли можно предположить,>что здесь речь шла о введении какой-то 
специальной формы коневодства, скорее всего этот термин был заимствован 
народами, служившими в монгольской коннице. 
В таких заимствованиях дело не только в том, что с их помощью мы 
можем реконструировать организацию монгольского государства и войска 
XIII-XIV вв., но и в том, что можем получить данные об историко-общест-
венном фоне заимствований. Такие заимствования всегда предполагают ка-
кое-то определенное двуязычие. Однако оно может быть различным по сте-
пени и характеру. В какой степени владели монгольским языком немонголь-
ские народы империи чингисидов и какие слои общества были двуязычными? 
Это очень важные вопросы, которые пока ждут ответа. 
В "Кодекс Куманикусе", написанном в 1324 году, встречается слово 
majlal. Gronbech 1942 , издавший этот кодекс, приписывает этому слову 
немецкое значение Stirn "лоб" . Poppe в своей статье о монгольских за-
имствований команского языка отмечает, что слово со значением "лоб" ко-
маны заимствовали у монголов. Но здесь, в кодексе встречается и ориги-
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нальиое тюркское слово alIn в том же значении. В подлинном тексте, по-
мимо слова marjlal, стоит латинско-итальянское frone.Это слово и в самом 
деле обозначает "лоб", однако уже у Тацита оно имеет значение "передо-
вая часть", которое сохраняется и в средней латыни. В отличие от негй, 
немецкое слово Stirnне имеет военного значения. В случае команского 
слова речь идет о том, что команы заимствовали слово в обоих значениях, 
а вто указывает на высокоразвитую форму двуязычия. Об этом мы знаем и 
по свидетельству тюркских языков, в большей части которых происходило 
то же самое« военное значение постепенно.померкло, и осталось лишь обо-
значение части тела, вытеснив оригинальное тюркское слово. Этот процесс 
был возможен только в том случае, если, как это мы предполагаем, до-
вольно широкие массы были двуязычными. То есть положение было иное,чем, 
например,. • Австро-Венгрии, где венгерские или чешские крестьяне выучи-
вали несколько немецких военных терминов. Связи между монголами и тюр-
ками были намного теснее. Вещественный и языковой Фон слов, употребляе-
мых первоначально как административные или военные термины, стал после 
XIV века постепенно исчезать. Значительная часть монгольского слоя вли-
лась в тюрков, но большинство терминов продолжало жить, и это чрезвы-
чайно важно и с точки зрения общего языкознания. Распространено мнение 
о том, что слова, принадлежащие к основному словарному фонду, не могут 
быть заимствованными. Данный тезис не без исключения, однако заимство-
вания такого типа имеют свою вещественно-историческую основу. В нашем 
случае мы приводили пример на причину заимствования тюрками названий 
частей тела, имеющих среднемонгольское происхождение. 
Заимствованные военные термины постепенно потеряли свое военное 
значение. Уже упомянутое монгольское слово bolYal ныне в Поволжье обо-
значает "уговор о дне свадьбы*. Монгольское слово nBker в XIII-XIV вв. 
имело значение "член вооруженного экскорта", как старое русское слово 
дружина ср. русск. друг . В современном чувашском языке слово нукер, 
Haket) обозначает "дружка при женихе". Следовательно, эти военные терми-
ны стали очень мирными не только в современном монгольском, но и в тех 
языках, которые заимствовали их. 
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ON THE HISTORY OF THE TURKIC AND 
FINNO-UGRIAN AFFRICATES 
BY 
A. R6NA-TA8 (Budapest) 
In the Old Torkio loan-words of the Hungarian language, in the over-
whelming majority of the oases Turkio 6 is represented by i (orthographi-
oally a) and in a limited number of words by 6 (orth. ca). Three explanations 
have been offered for this peculiar feature. According to the «olassical» view 
accepted mainly on the authority of Gombocz1, Hungarian S represents an 
> There is a difference between his opinion published in 1912 (Die bulgarisch-
türkischen Lehnwörter in der ungarischen Sprache, MSFOu 30, pp. 182 — 183) and that 
expressed in his last university lecture in 1930 (published in 1960 by L. Ligeti: Honfog-
lalás elóui bolgár-török jövevényszavaink, pp. 16 — 17). I quote the relevant passages, the 
second in English translation : «Das urtUrk. 6 wird im teohuw. regelmässig durch i ver-
treten. Die doppelte Vertretung des urtürk. Í im Ungarischen durch as einerseits und s 
anderseits kann daher meines E roch tens nur so erklärt werden, wenn wir annehmen, dass 
der Wandel S > Um AlUschuwassischen zur Zeit der Berührungen noch nicht in alten Mund-
arten (? nioht in allen phonetischen Stellungen) vor sich gegangen war. Da das teohuw. 
i- < j- im Ungarischen in allen sioheren fällen (szét, szemács, szérű, szőllő,szűcs, vgl. 70 J) 
durch sz- wiedergegeben wird, kann man nicht umhin anzuhnehmen, dass die ursprüng-
liche palatale Affrikata ÍÍ im teohuw. durch die Zwischenstufe Í in i übergegangen ist, und 
dass ung. sereg, seprő, borsó u. s. w. alteohuw. Formen, wie *Särik, *töpräy, *buriay u. s. w. 
wiederopiegeln.» «The Chuvash oorrespondenoe of Proto-Turkioí (=W) is today i-, e. g. 
Ottóm. íeinr- ~ Chuv. iavir- <to turn», Ottóm, éiíek ~ Chuv. ieilce «flower», eto. The 
intermediate stage of the development tí > i was most likely *Í. To this points that the 
Hungarian reflex of Pro to Turkio Í is «- ( = i), while that of Chuvash i- < Pro to Turkio 
j- is sz-. In the word initial Pro to Turkio 6- = Hung, i- ( . . . ) in word middle position 
Pro to Turkic Í = Hung / ( . . . ) . Ail examples where to Common Turkio S Hungarian es 
does correspond are either doubtful comparisons ( . . . ) or do not pertain to the earliest 
layer of the Chuvash type, but perhaps may be regarded as later, perhaps Khazar borrow-
ings : csat, csepü, csipa, csökönös, bicsak. In the oase of csatán (see 1214 : villa Saluhan, 
1234 Satan, EtSz. I, 838) and kecske < * keiké the es- could be a secondary Hungarian 
development.« Aooordjngly Gombocz in 1930 thought that all words with Hungarian I 
are of Chuvash origin and in some words with £ a secondary Hungarian 6 < i change 
occurred. Poasonen in his review of the BTLw (NyK 42, 1913, p. 69) seems to aooept 
Gombocz's vlew on & Hung. S, however, he draws attention to the fact that Gombooz 
did not evaluate those cases where to PT -S- Hungarian S qnd IS correspond as in boi-
Hung bocs(át)-, bocs(án)-,búcsú, beSik — Hung bölcső, yemií Hung gyümölcs. Paasonen 
saw a possibility for reconstructing here an original Turkish -Ii-. Paasonen's proposal was 
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intermediate stage between OT ( and Chuvash ¿, namely ¿. Recently B&rczi1 
and Ligeti' expressed their opinion, according to which Ancient Hungarian 
borrowed in all oases 6and the Hungarian ¿is a secondary, dialeotal, Hungarian 
development. T. Halasi-Kun4 forwarded a new hypothesis, he supposes that 
i existed already in the original Turkio language and this Turkio S refleots 
a 6 > S development peculiar to some Kipohak and Siberian languages. 
Since all three hypotheses have an important bearing both on the history 
of the Turkio and Finno-Ugrian languages and their respective contacts, 
it seems to be appropriate to review the problem of the history of the affrioates 
in the Turkic and Finno-Ugrio languages. 
revived many times later on. Recently Liget1 (MNy 74, 1978, p. 271.) disoussed the 
question and refuted the *K proposed by Ramstedt and Poppe (JSFOu 38, 1922 — 23, 
p. 33) and the *U of Doerfer (TMENIV, 19S) and insisted that in these oases Hungarian 
reflects a Turkio i by (secondary) t and I is «anorganic» (compensatory). Chuvash i in 
guoh words as iimei, pui are due to early borrowing of -Í words from a Turkic language 
of non-Chuvaah type. This implies that Old Chuvash oóuld have J-words already in the 
time of the Hungarian-Turkio contacts and Turkio i ( ~ Chu v. -I-) -» Hung t > It is 
indifferent to the question whether the word is of Chuvash origin or not. There can be no 
doubt about the possibility of early non-Chuvash Turkio loanwords in Chuvash, though, 
it seems doubtful that a long series of such words cm pui «head», iimei «meal, fruit» oould 
have been borrowed, particularly since Turkio -W- regularity gives -é- in Chuvash as Chuv 
Xii «sword» < qïlf < qilif, piien «tatamik* < bélién, etc. 
* Bárczi in his two fundamental works on Hungarian historical phonology 
(Magyar hangtörténetBudapest 1958, pp. 116—117) and on the origin of the Hungarian 
lexical stook (A magyar szókincs eredete*, Budapest 1968, pp. 74 — 76) already* pointed to 
the problems involved here. He gave a more appropriate discussion of the question in : 
he traitment de 6 et de i turcs dans tes mots d'emprunt turcs du proto hongrois, Studia Turcica, 
ed. L. Ligeti, Budapest 1971, pp. 39—46. He writes. «Il est probable que le ( turc n'était 
identique — du moins dans iee langues qui jouaient un râle dans l'enrichissement du voca-
bulaire hongrois — ni au ( ni au Í hongrois. Les mots d'emprunt turcs devaient dono 
s'adapter au système consonantique hongrois par une substitution des sons. Deux soluti-
ons s'offraient. Ou bien le 6 turc a été Identifié & f protohongrois et dans oe cas-là 111 a 
évolué plus tard en A ( — S) . . . D'autre part le 6 turc a pu s'identifier à Í protohongrois 
et alore ill avait toutes les chances de rester un es jusqu'à nos jours. Parfois la même mot 
peut présentér les deux variantes, ainsi kis et kicsiny «petit» < t. kiíi (BTLw; R&s&nen 
s.v. kili)t (op. cit., pp 41 — 42). 
* See Ligeti, loe. cit. and MNy 72 (1976), pp. 22—23, where he disousses the Hun-
garian word sajt «cheesc» hitherto considered to be of Turkic origin. Ligeti pointed to the 
possibility that this word was directly borrowed from Alanian in the form *íixt, *lïyt 
and this implies that the £ > i change occurred in Hungarian, not in the Turkic, but 
also in other early loan-words, e.g. Hungarian vásár «inarkt» -.- Persian vdiâr already 
quotod in this connection by Bárczi (Hangtörténet, p. 117). 
'T . Halasi-Kun, Kipekuk philology rind the Turkic loanwords in Hungarian J, 
AEMAe I (1975), pp. 166-210. 
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The main lines and the history of the FU affricates are well known Binoe 
the works of Setttlft,» Wiohmann,8 Paasonen,7 Toivonen8 and others*. In the 
FU protosystem, an opposition of two voiceless affricates existed. The one 
was a kind of apical, post-alveolar consonant rendered for convenience by { 
the other a palatalized alveolar one rendered usually by 6. Three phonetioal 
features distinguished the two sounds: the place of their formation, the 
position of the tip of the tongue and the presence or absenoe of the palatal 
oomponent. In general the FU languages have preserved the opposition by 
either retaining the affrioate quality or by the opposition of the sibilants 
developed from them by spirantization. 
Leaving aside some secondary developments, the piotuie is the fol-
lowing :10 
Finnish 
•£>•/>(•* ?) >h 
*6 >•*> a 
Ufa Mount. Medow Malmyá NW Yoshk. Ola 
Í. Г > « cu 
• E. N. Setälä, Zur finnisch-ugrischen Lautlehre; FUF 2 (1902), pp. 219-280, on 
the distinctive rftle of palatatization: p. 246. 
' Y. Wiohmann, Zur Geschichte der finnisch-ugrischen arUautenoen s- und 6 Lauten im 
Techeremissischen: FUF 6 (1906), pp. 17-39. Zur Geschichte der finnisch-ugrischen 
anlautenden Affrikaten bee. im Ungarischen und im Finnischen, nebst einem Exkurs über 
die finnisch-ugrischen anlautenden Klusile, FUF 11 (1911), pp. 173—289. 
' H. Paasonen, Die finnisch-ugrischen в- Laute, MSFOu 41, 1918. [== 1903]. 
•Y. H. Toivonnen, Zur Geschichte der finnisch-ugrischen inlautenden Affrikaten 
FUF 19 (1928), pp. 1 - 2 6 9 . 
' Oy. Lakó, Proto-Finno-ugrie sources of the Hungarian phonetic stock, Budapest 
1968, pp. 73—76, Hajdú P., Bevezetés at uráli nyelvtudományba, Budapest 1966, pp. 
102—104, W. Steinitz, Geschichte des finnisch-ugrischen Konsonantismus, Stockholm 
1962, pp. 26 — 29. В. ColUnder, Comparative grammar of the Uralic languages, Stockholm, 
I960, pp. 6 1 - 6 6 with further bibliography oited in these works. 
1 01 have normalized and unified the transcriptions. 6 renders ti, Ű, c, eta., while 
{ is If, (4, etc. I have treated only word initial position. 
11 See L. P. Gruzov, Fonetika dialektov marijskogo jazyka v istorxíeskom osveiíenii, 
YoSkar Ola 1966, pp. 174-190. Gruzov clearly ojutlined the phonetical process as: 
f > i > с and i > c. «Put' Sei, odnako, v torn 1 drugom vozmoinom sluSae ierez smajag-
icnnuju affrikatu» (p. 186). The role of Chuvash was, according to Gruzov, in increas-
ing the number of words with 6. His view that the о of the NW and YO dialects is muoh 
older than с of Mountain Cheremiss may be true, the datation to the loth-llth centuries 















































» T h e phonetioal description of Cheremis 6 (of. Sovremennyj maryjakij jazyk. 
Fonetika, Yoshkar Ola I960, pp. 88—91) shows that the ooolosive element is very weak, 
i.e. we have '* or even i. The authors write on the experimental investigation of i : 
tofievidno ¿to javilos' prifiinoj togo, 6to inogda aa palatogramme smyfika ego ne polufta-
las'» (p. 89). On the other hand, they remark that o has no palatal component and even 
in front-vooalio words, where all oonsonanta are more palatalized, la smjag&tetsja, hotja 
ego smjagienie noeit neznafiitol'nyj harakter» (p. 90). 
" O f . Qruzov, op. oil., p. 176. 
»•See I. Q. Ivonov, Q. M. Tuiarov, Severno-zapadnoe nareSie marijikogo jazyhi, 
Yoshkar Ola 1970, pp. 6 3 - 0 3 . 
>*H. Paaaonen, Mordwinieche Ohreatomatie mit, Qlossar und grammatikaliaohen 
Abriaa, Helsinkfors 1909, pp. 119—138. D. V. Bubrih, Iatoriieakaja grammatika erzjanakogo 
jazyka, Saransk, 19S3, pp. 17—18. N 
" See T. E. Uotila, Zur Oeachiohte de» Koneonontiemua in den permiechen Sprachen, 
MSFOu 66, 1933. 
>'T. I. Tepljaäina, Jazyk beeermjan, Moskva 1970, pp. 121-122, 130-146 . 
** H. Katz, Zur Entwicklung der finmitoh-ugriaohen Affrikotm und Sibilanten im 
ügriechen: ALH 22 (1972), pp. 131 - 1 5 3 , Noch einmal cur Frage der Entwicklung der 
finniach-ugriachen Affrikaten und Sibilanten im Ugriachen, BFÜ 9 (1973), pp. 273-390 , 
Honti L., At Seoaztßk affrüuhtdk törUnetihez: NyK 81 (1979), pp. 7 1 - 8 8 . I offer my 
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Oatyak 
Bast South North Obdorsk 
•f 6 i a 
•6 t' t' i i 
Hungarianw 
*6 e~s 
It is dear from this sketohy overview that, irrespective of the fate of 
PFU ( and 6 in the FU languages, the most important distinctive feature was 
and is the absenoe or presence of the palatal component. This opposition has 
been preserved in all FU languages with two exceptions: Hungarian lost the 
palatal element, while on the contrary, in some Cheremis dialects the palatalized 
pair of the doublet gained the upper hand. 
Before offering a solution to the «deviant» Hungarian and Cheremis 
developments, some comments are needed on the Hungarian stook. In the 
new etymological dictionary of the FU stook of Hungarian basic words,20 
28 words are cited with initial ¿(i.e. ca). Their FU etymology is labelled as sure 
(S), «possible» (Pj), «perhaps» (P2) and «problematical» (P,).21 Out of the 28 
words only five are treated as S, but one of them*2 has to be moved to the 
sincere thanks to L. Honti for his help in giving a clear-out overview of the rather compli-
cated dialectal representations. As in other oases, only word-initial position is dealt with. 
»»See Bárczi, Hangtörténet?, pp. 116-117, Bározi, in Bárczi—Benkó-Berrár, 
A magyar nyelv története, Budapest 1967, p. 112. Bárczi on loo. laud, gives the following 
picture: 
PFU PHung 
f \ X-.jl / * ~ e ¿y 
L. Benkfl in his Magyar Nydvjdrdst6rtinet, Budapest 1967, p. 68 writes olearly on the 
Hungarian depalatalization 6 > i > i and adds: «To the fact that in the [Late Ancient] 
Hungarian, dialects with 6 and S can he distinguished, indicates the behaviour of the 
Iranian and especially the Turkio loan-words in Hungarian. In these loan-words both 
foreign 6 and S correspond to Hungarian 6 and i according to the dialect in whioh they 
were adopted», i.e. 6 6/5, 8 —• S/S. He also citee such doublets as Hungarian hicai ~ his 
«small» •*- Tu kiiin, Iciii. 
»• A magyar azikdazlet finnugor elemei I, Budapest 1967. 
11 If the etymology is oonsidered as sure no qualification is given. P, is «egyeztat-
heti» «It can be compared with», P, Is «taldn egyeztethetfii «perhaps to be oompared with», 
P, is «vitatott» «controversial». 
" Hung, oadleol «to kiss» is not labelled as P, though it has only two dialectal 
correspondences in Vogul and none in the other FU languages. The word is, as stated, 
clearly onomatopoelo, all other similar oases are given as P,. 
28 
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group P l t BO four remain. Twelve of the 28 are onomatopoeic), desoriptive or 
from children's language, three have *f and not 6 origin,23 0 are Px, 10 Pa 
and 3 Pa. Out of 20 words with initial S 11 are S, 7 of them go back to *(, 2 
to *62i and 2 to From the P categories 5 point to *(, 2 to and one 
either to *# or to *6P To this we have to add that in intervocalio position 
" caegely «Keilförmiges Ackerfeld(dial)» < PFU {enkS, caög 11 «Holzklotz» P„ 
perhaps identical with csög I «Knoten (am Holz)» P,, both, if different, have PFU (-, 
csuk- «sperren» < PU (ukka-. 
" sért «verletzen» < PUgr. iärS, süly «Skorbut, Geschwür eto.» PU iiklä-, éüklá, 
iiua-, éüklá. 
" segg «Arsch» < PFU iái¡kx, tun «Igel» PFU áije-le. 
»• *slg «Hügel» P, < PFU 6ir¡ká, ¿ütjká, -ság/ség/szdg «nominal suffix, perhapefrom 
an independent common word» Pa. Three etymologies are offered, one from a word with i, 
the second with ( but the variant -szág contradicts this, the third compares this word 
with *seg above. 
*' sir «Grab» P t , the word has only Cheremis parallels and there with S. This 
Cheremis sound can go back to PFU i, S or a, but the latter two give zero initial in Hun-
garian, and i became az. The authore suppose a rare S or é > s > i. The earliest occurrence 
of the Hungarian word in 1065 is Siher. I think that the Cheremis word is of Turkic 
origin. The Turkio word in question is Suqur «hole, cavity» (cf. Clausen, op. cit., p. 406, 
Doerfer, TUEN III, p. 81), Tat toqpr, Bashk aoqor, Chuvash áákdr. The Chuvash word 
points to an earlier (ökör. In fact both the Tatar and the Bashkir dialects have the world 
with front vowels, cf. Bashk (Karizel) eökör «ovrtjg», Tatdiai íogor, Soy or, Sögörmek, Tat-
Poaaonen ioyor (KSz III, 1902, p. 49). For the semantio development «Grube» > «Grab» 
tiie data of Ashmarin is very interesting. S. v. idlcctr he gives «grjaz', grjaz v bolotet, but 
for the toponym Sak&r-var he has to say the following (the text is a quotation coming 
from a local correspondent of Ashmarin in Verhnie OlgoSi, Sundyr and is in Chuvash 
dialect): «JSákár-varta kiremet tuná Suaiiam (tarán vopailca i várman por). Aalá Hrma. Élik 
aval totara vélené, on virdnie poind kiremet. Tatar vilné Sox kaland: mana tixa parSSár, 
tené. Katán Suaiiam tixa parea pordnná vara. YaSi polná vara Éákör-var (Slovar', XIII, 
p. 14) «In Éákar-var the Chuvash made a kiremet (there is a deep ravine and forest). It is 
a great ravine. Earlier a Tatar died there, on that place is the kiremet. When the Tatar was 
to die, he said: give me a horse. After this the Chuvash gave (offered) the horse there. 
The name of the ravine (where this happened) is (called) éákár-var». Chuvash var is 
«ravine». To Chuvash i the normal CheremiB correspondence is s-, but in a few words t— 
At our present knowledge it is very difficult to suppose that the Hungarian word is of 
Turkic origin — which would be of major importance in view of the Turkic burial customs 
of the Hungarians. On the strength of the Chuvash wbrd, we could suppose an OT Sükür, 
the disappearance of the -k- and the delabialization of the ü of the first syllable are 
difficult to understand. Of course, an early -k- > -y- can be supposed, (see Suyur in the 
Codex Cumanicus «Graben»), but so far too many hypotheses have to be postulated. The 
word occurs also in Iranian dialects (see Doerfer, loc. cit.) and I am not convinced that 
all of them are of Turkic origin. 
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*i > £ is a rare exception (only 3 sure examples),28 while in the main we find 
S, a and their further developments.29 
A considerable group of Hungarian words does exist, which go back 
to Pro to Ugrian *4 ( > Hung a), but they have, mostly in the Permian lan-
guages, a *i counterpart, so here ^e have to suppose an early *6 > i develop-
ment. This seems to be a partial (dialectal, area]) feature.80 In PHung *6 
became either a or £. Later on in late PHung and early OHung £ became S 
with rare dialectal variants, but £ was retained in onomatopoeio words31 and 
this group was then extended by internal Hungarian developments. These 
changes, however, did not effect the main trend: Hungarian lost the palatal 
component of *6 (and d < *6, J) and ip this respect it is the only FU language 
in which this change occurred. 
Proto Turkio had only one voioeless affricate: £. In place of the initial 
y, d£ developed very early in some languages and later in others,32 but this 
only in initial position. This secondary voiced affricate does not concern our 
problem, so for the time being we can put it aside. There aie three types 
of changes in PT £;• 
Type I: 6 is preserved in all Southern (Ottoman. Turkmen, Azeri, and 
Gagauz), in all Eastern (Ozbeg, New Uygur, Turkestan, Salar, and Yellow 
Uygur) and in some Kipchak (Kirgiz, Karaim, Kumiik, and Balkar) languages, 
and in a few Siberian dialects. 
Type I I : 6 became S in Chuvash. 
Type I I I : £ became S in the remaining languages. 
I t is worth while giving a more detailed picture of these languages and 
dialects beginning from the outmost east :33 
u facsar «winden» < PFU puég-rS-, öcs «der jüngere brader» < PFU eis, vöcsök 
«Steinfuss, Pod ¡ceps orist&tus» < PFU wejée (-jó-1), further fecske «Schwalbe» < PFU 
pá¿ke, but this was earlier Hung feSke. If Hung, áeit «gehnen» and ácsorog, ácsingózik 
«sich sehnen, herumstelle» pertain together, than in the latter perhupe also es < é. 
'* In the case of M we find Hungarian gy ngy) < ndi. 
Such are e.g. szalad «laufen», szar «Scheisse», szeg «einsäumen», szel «schneiden», 
szú «Bohrenkäfer», szürke «grau». 
" I think that Fgr. 6 is preserved mostly in onomatopoeics (cf. Stelnitz, Fiugr. 
Koms. p. 26—27) and therefore I doubt the existence of a separate S- diulect. 
" I have no place here to go into details on PT y > dí. That this has to be on 
early change oan be demonstrated by the Turkio loan-words in Old Mongolian (type 
yai «fresh, young» > }al Mong. falayun) and by the Turkic loan-words of Hungarian, 
where to OT y- Hungarian di corresponds, which later developed into d' (orthog. gy) and 
even to d (see recently L. Benkö, Az Árpádkor magyar nyelvű szövegemlékei, Budapest 
1980, pp. 76 — 78 with a detailed discussion of the question and earlier literature). 
" I treat below only word initial position. In many of the Siberian languages, the 
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Literary, Soyon" Tofalar (Karagas)" 
S S 
Lit., Sayai, Beltir, ¿oibal Qaoha, Salba, Hak.-Shor, 
Kondakovo Qyzyl 
g (some Qaoha : i) 
Most dialecto 
S 
Lower Kondoma « Kondoma 
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»' OF. N. Poppe, Dai Jakutiache in I Philologiae Turcicae Fundamenta, Wiesbaden 
1969, pp. 671 — 72, earlier literature, p. 677: ( > «• H. D. D'jaikovskij, Zvukovoj etroj 
jakutakogo jatyka 11. Konaonantizm. Jakutsk 1977, pp. 22— 80 with further literature. 
" F. Q. Ishakov, A. A. Pal'mbab, Chammatika tuvinekogo jazyka, Mosoow 1961, pp. 
82—83, «sil'no smjagSennyj Sipjaéíij eoglaanyj» (p. 82). 
»• V. I. Bassadin, Fonetika tofalarekogo jazyka, Ulan Ude 1971, pp. 46 — 47. 
O. Priteak, Dot Abakantürkiache (Ohakaaeiaahe), in i Fundamenta, p. 608. 
According to Joki in Kyzyl i is «halbpalatalieierter, apikokoronaler Laut». Bassadin 
\ writes in Mongolo- burjatskxe zaimetvovanie v aibirakih tjurlcakih jazykoh, Moeoow 1980, p. 
91, that the Kaoha dialeot has e. This is surely under the influence of Sagai. In Oonner'a 
material (of. Jold, Kai Dormers Ueinere Wdrterverzeichniaee, JSFOu 68, 1966—1966, pp. 
18—26: Katechatotariaoh from Abalakowa, 1914) we find i. 
M N . P. Dyrenkova, Orammatika Sorekogo jazyka, Moscow 1944, pp. 17 — 18, O. 
Priteak, Das Schorieche, in Fundamenta, p. 633. It is Interesting to remark that in some 
dialects around the Kondoma river back < changes to front i after I (Dyrenkova, p. 18). 
•• O. Priteak, Daa Oulymtürkiache, in: Fundamenta, p. 623. 
<o N. A. Baskakov, Dialekt lernevyh talar (Túba-kiíi), Mosoow, 1966, pp. 2 2 - 2 8 . 
According to Baskakov i and i are in free variation both in Tuba-kiii and in Kuman-
du-kiii. 
41 N. A. Basakov, Dialekt kumandincev (Kumandu-kiii), Mosoow 1972, p. 28: «In 
some dialeote i (and Si)*. 
" O. Pritsak, Daa Altaitiirkiaehe, Fundamenta, p. 670: North S, South S. The 
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D. G. TumaSeva, Dialekty sibirskih Mar, Kazan 1077. 1 have followed the new 
grouping of TumaSeva. 
" The theory that the Kazak (former Kirgiz) language has no dialects prevailed 
among linguists for a long time. This was accepted on the authority of Radloff, and was 
formerly also adopted by Melioranskij, who changed his opinion later after reviewing the' 
grammar of Katarinskij (ZVOIRAO XI, 1807-1808, p. 881). Ignorance of Kazak dialects 
later hampered the studies on the dialects, and a systematic research began into the 
dialects only about 1937, the first results were only published after 1947.1 have treated 
the areal features of Kazak, Karakalpak and Nogai in: Notes on the Kazak yurl of West 
Mongolia: AOH XII (1961), pp. 90— 92. The literature on the i-dialeots see there and 
further 8. Amaniolov, Voprosy dialektologii i ietorii Kazahskogo jazyka I, Alma Ata 1969, 
on i and the southern dialect pp. 238 — 239. The bibliography on Kazak dialectology see 
Kazak dialektologiiasi, AhnatI 1966, pp. 287 — 292 and earlier in the volumes Voprosy 
istorii i dialektologii Kazahskogo fatyka I—IV. On the dialect of the Kazake living in 
W. Mongolia see B. Bazilhan, Monfjoliyada turatin qataqtardir/ tilindegi keybir iergilikti 
erekielikter in; Kazak dialektologijasi, pp. 34— 60, on ( pp. 36—36. 
" On i In Nogai, see N. A. Baekakov, Nogajskij jazyk, in JatyH narodov 888BII, 
Moscow I960 p. 282. 
«• On S in tiie southwestern dialects of Karakalpak, see N. A. Baekakov, Karakal-
pakskij fazyk I I , Mosoow 196, p. 76. According to 8. Wurm (The Karakalpak language, 
Anthropoe 46,1961, p. 497) U is present in the Kungrad subdialect and less frequently in 
the subdialect of Shakh Abas Bali. Mengee, Qaraqalpaq Grammar,1947, noted only Turk-
men words as gtt! «burden», while the original Karakalpak word is fciUF «power» (ОТ fctti). 
"The Bashkir diuleotological material is summarized in: N. H. Maksjutova, 
Vostolnyj dialekt baikirskogo jazyka, Moscow 1976, apd 8. F. Mirianova, Juinyj dialed 
baikirskogo jazyka, Moscow 1979, The PT S > Bashk. в is regularly represented ill the 
dialects. Sporadically both p (voiceless, interdental spirant) interchange with 6, original 
PT s became h in Bashkir, in a few cases secondary s ( < PT i) take part in this. Bogo-
rodlpkij (Vvedenie v tatarskoe jazykoznanie, Kazan' 1934, p. 61) supposed that Bashkir в 
( < PT i) emerged through c, and thus joins the Siberian dialects of Tatar. 
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Kazan Tatar*» 6 >.W >S 
Central NE and 8 
Miaher*» 6>H c>'a 
If we project these data on the map, what we get is more a kind of 
a bundle of isoglosses. In the outmost NE the PT 6 reached the stage a. In the 
middle of Siberia we find 6 > & where, with exception of Tofalar, S is very 
palatalized. The S is dominant in the northern Kazak, Karakalpak and Nogai 
dialects, however, in the South 6 has been preserved.*0 In West Siberia and 
» H. Paasonen {Zur tatarisehen Dialektkunde, KSz III, 1902, p. 47) writes: <Der 
¿-Laut des Kasan-tatarischen ist in alien Stellungen in ein mouillirtes i ttbergangero in the 
dialect of the Tatars in and around Tatarakie Jurtkuli, Spaask. The spirantization also 
occurred in plaoe of Kazan Tatar di, which became z. On ti >*i > i as a dialectal feature 
see N. B. Burgonova, L. T. Mahmutova, K voprosy ob istorii obrazovanija i izuienija tatars-
kih dialektov i govorov, Materialy po tatarskoj dialektologii II, Kazan* 1962; p. 11, on the 
geographic distribution see Map No. 4 of the first and second volume of the Diatektolo-
giteskij AUaa Tatarakogo Jazyka in Materialy po tatarekoj dialektologii III, Kazan' 1974 p. 
242 and suppl. 
" gee L. T. Mahmutova, Osnotmye harakternye lerty miiarskih govorov po teritorii 
penzenskoj oblasti, Materialy II, pp. 129—130 and map No 1. on p. 162. Unfortunately 
the Atlas does not distinguish among the variants where the occlusive element is weak or 
in disappearance, only I, i and e. 
10 The southern dialect is spoken in the valleys of the Iii and Chu rivers, (see 
Amaniolov's map, op. eit., p. 361) and their speakers pertained to the Kazak Great 
Horde (Vlu Suz). The literary language is based on the language of the Middle Horde 
(Orta iuz). The problem of the chronology of # in place of 6 is oonneoted with the history 
of the mutual relationship among the Kazak groups. Sinoe 6 is preserved in the outmost 
south and very far from it in the NE, in W. Mongolia, the question arises, whether this 
relates to an archaio, preserved Kazak phenomenon or £ la in both areas due to assimila-
tion of local groups, or one territory has been settled by immigrant« from the other. The 
Kazaks of West Mongolia pertain to the Kerei tribe. According to Potanin (OSerki Severo-
zapadnoj Mongolii 11, SPbg 1881, pp. 2—3) the Kazaks living along the Black Irtish are 
divided Into two groups. The Kara Kirel live in the eastern part of the Irtish-Zaysan 
valley, the Abak-Kirei In the western part. The Abak-Klrei are also called Aáemaili Kirel. 
According to Léváin and Aristov, the Kirei tribes pertain to the Middle Kazak Horde. 
Here we find the following tribes: Kerei, Uvak .or Vak Kereii, Kara Kerei, Abak Kerei, 
SIban Kerei, Kaban Kerei, Burlsarll Kerei, etc. (cf. Amaniolov, op. cit., p. 9). In the 
Greater Kazak Horde no Kerei tribe is enumerated. In. the Smaller Horde (Kili Suz) of 
the West, perhaps the Kerderi and the Kereit tribes or their name could have something 
to do with Kerei, but this is uncertain and if so it has nothing to do with our problem. 
I wotlld not become involved here in the problem of the origin of the name Kerei (of. 
Németh, A honfoglaló magyarság kialakulása, Budapest 1930, pp. 264 — 268) or with the 
possible connections among Kerei, Kirei, Girel, Kereit, etc. If these ethnlo name® have 
F-nything to do with each other, this leads us into a period earlier than the formation- of 
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in the Eastern Misher diaieots o is appearing. In the Misher dialects c is present 
in the contact areas with the FU languages. Both in Misher and in Kazan 
Tatar the occlusive element is weak or totally absent and whether we consider 
( i > ' « o r ( i > ' l > i both series have a strong palatal component (i.e. ii, 
U.i). 
That means that in the oontaot area of the Turkic and FU languages 
from the Penza region up to South Siberia, the PT C, preserved or not, acquired 
a palatal element, while more to the south, where no considerable FU-T 
contacts can be supposed, the i was not palatalized or i remained 6. 
That all Turkic types of 6 where perceived as palatalized *6 can be 
shown by the Tatar loan-words in the FU languages. The Tatar loan-words 
joined the history of PFU 6 and not 
Tatar *t-+ PVogul 
POstyak •¿M 
PMordwin 
the Kazak tribal union of the Three Hordes. From our point of view, it is sufficient to 
state that according to the data available, the Kazaks of W. Mongolia are not immigrants 
from the south, i.e. from the Greater Horde, but came from the Middle Horde, the languaege 
of which served as a basis for the formation of the Kazak literary language. It is of interest 
that these Kazaks, living together with the Oirat population of W. Mongolia, borrowed 
some words from these dialects (on them see G. Kara, Notes Sur lee dialects oirat de la 
Mongolie occidentals, AOH VIII, 1969, pp. 118—168 with further literature). In this group 
original Mongolian S ( < si-) is substituted by Kazak t: Literary Mongolian eiyumda-
<to draw a line» > Khalkha Sugamda, Kalm- Suyumda- — MKazk Suyumda-, LM silya, 
«to examine» > Kh. Saiga-, Kalm. Silya• -»MKazk. Silya-, LM sigtimjile- «to discuss, 
criticise» > Kh. Sümdile- — MKazk. Stikimiile-, LM siyidke-, siidke- «to punish» > Kh 
Siytge-, Kalm Side- (< sigide-) — MKazk. litke- etc. (The'MKazk. words cited after 
Bazilhanov, op. ct(.). This substitution did not ooour with non-initial Mongolian i which 
remained as such, The late Mongolian loan-words of MKazk. have a dear W. Mongolian 
(Oirat) character. It is impossible to suppose that the Kazaks of W. Mongolia- once had 
an 8, which they later abandoned in W. Mongolia and restored their original S. The 
Oirat dialects have ( ( < Mong ii-) and otherwise the MKazk. dlaleota show dear Kazak 
phonetlo and grammatical traits. 
11 Special, secondary and sporadio features are not taken, into acoaunt here. The 
material and the evaluation of the Turkio loanwords in the Uralip languages will be the 
subject of my forthcoming book Uralie and Turkio. See further a brief sketch: Turkic 
and Mongolian influence on the Uralie languages in: Handbook of Uralic Studies, ed. D. 
' Sinor, in press. 
A. Kannisto, Die tatarischen Lehnwörter im Wogulischen, FUF 17 (1926), pp. 1 — 
264. Räaänen'a review in FÜFAnz. 19 (1928), pp. 82 - 84. 
" H. Faasonen, Über die türkischen Lehnwörter im Ostjakisehen, FUF 2 (1902), pp. 
81-137 and the works of Stelnitz. 
•< H. Paasonen, Die türkischen Lehnwörter im Mordwinisohen, JSFOu. 16 (1897) 
pp. 1—64. A. P. Feoktistov, K problems mordovsko-tjurkskih jazykovyh kontaktov: fitno-
genez mordovskogo jazyka, Saransk 1966, pp. 331 — 343. 
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PCheremis •<?» 
PVotyak *c" 
Sinoe (he Tatar loan-words cannot be earlier than the 14th oentury,8, 
it oan be oonoluded that the palatalization of the FT 6 oontinued at least from 
the 14th century on in the Volga region. 
In the early Chuvash-type loan-words of Proto Permian PT 6 has a 
double representation: *6 and *4.M This shows that the early Chuvash immi-
grants in the Volga—Kama region from the 0th century on had also adjusted 
their system to the FU palatal ¿. This £ became later i , but Chuvash developed 
(most probably in the 14th century)M a secondary i from the sound combi-
nation PT •«-. 
The great influx of Chuvash loan-words into Cheremis oaused basic 
changes in its phonemic system. This was- later superseded by the Kazan 
Tatar influence. Since both had only a palatal 6 it is now clear that why did 
some Cheremis dialects lost their opposition 6 : 6 in favour of i. In the Volga 
« M. Räeänen, Die tatarischen Lehnwörter in Tseheremiesischen, M8FOu 60 (1923) 
In his Versuch eines etymologischen Wörterbuchs der Türksprachen, Helsinki 1969, Rfisäneu -
has corrected many of his earlier etymologies. 
M A historical overview: I. V. Tarakanov, Is tori ja izuHenija udmurtako-tjurkskih 
joxykovyh kontaktov, 8FU 11 (1976), pp. 135-141. The basio work remained hitherto Y. 
Wichmann, Die tschuwassische Lehnwörter in den permiseken Sprachen, MSFOu 21 (1903). 
See now also Csúcs S. A votjdk-tatár nyelvi kapcsolatok és történeti hátterük, NyK 81 (1979), 
pp. 366-372, 82 (1980), pp. 136-147. 
" I speak here of the Misher, Kazan and Siberian Tatar influence. These Iinguistio 
groups were formed during the 13th — 14th century against the background of the immense 
changes, migrations and interactions of the Turkio groups within the Chingisid Empire. 
This does not mean that earlier Kipchak groups may not have existed in these areas, 
but their trace could not have been identified hitherto. The Tatar characteristics oan be 
olearly distinguished. 
**Cf. Rédei K.—Róna-Tas A., A permi nyelvek Sspermi kori bolgdrtörök jövevény-
t,tavai, NyK 74 (1973), pp. 281-298, A bolgár-török-permi érintkezések néhány kérdése, 
NyK 77 (1976), pp. 31-44 . 
•• The earlier view that the Chuvash-type language speaking population arrived ' 
in the Volga—Kama area In the 7th or 8th century can no longer be maintained. The rich 
aroheological material from the exoavations found here sinoe the 1960s shows that thp 
Volga Bulgare arrived at the Bol'Sie Tarhany—Cheremshan line at the end of the 9th 
century and reached the Kama only at the end of the 10th century. 
H The <»• > Hi- development was just at its beginning at the time of the Volga 
Bulgarian inscriptions: see A Volga Bulgarian inscription from 1307: AOH 30 (1976), 
pp. 163 — 186. Hakimzjanov's idea that two dialects existed in Volga Bulgarian, one with 
(t > Si and the other in whioh ti remained preserved (of. F. S. Hakimzjanov, Jazyk 
épitafij voliskih bulgar, Mosoow 1978) oannot be accepted In this form. The ti > ti develop-
ment occurred in some words, in some plaoes earlier and in others later, a typical pheno-
menon of a period of transition. 
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region a complicated process oan be observed: the immigrant Turkio groups 
changed the type of their affricate under the influenoe of the FU substrate and 
neighbouring languages, but later on they became the languages of higher 
social prestige and reinfluenoed the FU neighbours. 
The spirantization of the affrioate ocourred in Chuvash very early. 
But later on, the same happened with Bashkir and as a last member most of 
the Tatar dialects joined this process. This spirantization prooess influenced 
the Votyak dialects, where e.g. inBesermyan a systematio shift can be observed: 
*f>S 
*i>a *i>t 
Sezebzennikov'1 is oorrect when he ascribes this to Tatar and not, as Teplja-
shina," to Bulgar influence. 
Prom this it oan be concluded that the spirantization of the PT *£ 
ocourred in the Volga region in different languages at different times, but we 
.are in a position to give some ehronologioal intervals of its beginnings. Do we 
have any means for giving a ohronology for the spirantization of the PT S 
in the NE Kipohak and the Siberian languages ? The answer is offened by 
the Middle Mongolian loan-words in these languages. 
The Mongolian loan-words of the Siberian Turkio languages oan be 
roughly divided into two ehronologioal groups. In the 12th—14th centuries, 
the Middle Mongolian of the Chingisid Empire had a major impact on these 
languages. After the disintegration of the Empire and the forming of the 
Kalmuok, Khalkha and Buriat languages, these and their dialects got or 
remained in contact with the Turkio people in Siberia. A good report on 
these linguistics contacts oan now be read in Bassadin's latest book.63 The 
history of MMo 6 depended on the fact whether it was followed or not by an 
original -»-: 
MMo Kalmuok Khalkha Buriat 
6 c . o 8 
6% t 6 S 
" Elte raz о tarnen» Sipjaigih evutjaSiih v jazyke Betermjan: SFU 1972, pp. 
39-46 . 
ea Mena besermjaneleih Sipjaiiih I tvUtjailih qflrikat palatal'nymi toglamymi, SFU 
1970, pp. 63—66, Podmena UpjaSSih zvukov avistjalSimi v jazykah Volgo-Kam'ja, SFU 
1971, pp. 6 — 12, Drevne-bulgarskie mbstratnye javienija v jazyke beeermjan: CTIFU, 
1976, pp. 662-667 (paper read is 1970). 
" V. I. Rasaadin, Mongolo-burjatskie taimstvovanija t> eibirekik tjvrkekih jazykah, 
Moscow 1980. 
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The representation of Mongolian £ in the loan-words of Siberian Turkic is 
1 the following :M 
Yakut« a (<- MMo () 
a Bur. a < Mong. £) 
a (•«- Bur. S < Mong. £»-) 
£ (*- Mong. £) 
Tofalar» S (<- MMo. £) 
S Bur. S < Mong. ii-) 
e ( - Bur. a < Mong. £) 
Tuva" S («- MMo. £) 
a (<- Khalhh. c < Mong. £) 




Sagai, Beltir, Lit. a 
Shor, Kyzyl S 
Altai £ 
W. Sib. Tat. c 
As can be seen from the above, the earliest Mongolian loand-words 
took part in the spirantization of the Siberian Turkish £. Later on in some of 
" The results of my investigations concerning the representations of £ and S are by 
and large the some as those of RusBadin. He had access to a larger material than I and 
could verify some questions on the spot. He also had access to some local publications not 
available to mo. It is to be regretted that his basic material was not published, only the 
results with a few examples. The lack of u general overview does not help the use of the 
otherwise excellent book, However, he does discuss the problem of the representations of 
Mongolian £ in detail on pp. 78 — 84. The correspondence Yakut a ->- Mong. £ was supposed, 
to be a Buriut phenomena by Kaluiyfiski (Mongolische Elemente in der jakutiachen Sprache, 
Warszawa 1961, p. 46), i.e. Mong. £ > Burj. a — Yak a. Rassadin is right when he diffe-
rentiates an early Mong £ Yakut £ > S > a and a Burj. £ > a Yakut a. I only doubt 
that the preserved Mongolian £ in type: Mong. Sakiyur «flint* — Yak. dfafclr ~ £oleur 
would be very early. 
" See KaluiyAski, op. cit., Rassadin, op. cil. 
" See Rassadin, op. cit. and Fonetikxt, p. 109. , 
" See V. I. Tatarincev, Mongol'shoe jazykovoe vlijanie na tuvinalcuju lekaiku, 
Kyzyl 1976. Rassadin, op. cit., further Foppe : ZDMG 118 (1968), pp. 113-123, CAJ 13 
(1969), pp. 207-214. 
On the remaining Siberian languages, I can refer only to the material published 
by Rassadin op. cit., with some works cited there. My investigations, based on the available 
and published material also took into consideration the Uralic languages into which Bomn 
of the Mongolian words found their way via the Turkic languages of Siberia. 
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them a secondary, i developed (from PT y- > di- > i-) and therefore in the, 
newest layer we also find I representation of Mongolian I. In Yakut the original 
PT I,1 ( < y-) and S- converged in a, thus in the oases where other criteria are 
absent it is difficult to tell whether we have to consider an early MMo loan, -
where i took part in the 6 > S > a development, or it was the Buriat « or 
S whioh jointed this ohange. However, Buriat effects the picture only in the 
case of Yakut and Tofalar. In all other oases it is clear that the spirantization 
of'the PT i in the Siberian Turkic languages occurred after the' 13th— 14th 
century. 
Is the Kazak, Karakalpak and Nogai S an earlier development ? In some 
Middle . Kipohak documents of the 14th century the PT 6 sound is found ren-
dered by Arabio Sin.6' Since this letter can render a foreign 6, not existing in 
Classical Arabio,70 it is necessary to look for independent sources to decide 
the question. 
•• In Arabo-Turkic literature there exist theoretically the following possibilities to 
render a Turkish S : with jim, with jim and superscribed Sin, with Jim written with three 
dots above, with jim written with three dots below (the Persian S), and Sin. If the dots are 
absent then, of course, ¿in can be read as ain. Practically, however, only jim and Sin 
occur, the latter mostly on Syrian territory. The question deserves a detailed study, in 
which the evaluation of the tomb inscriptions would be of considerable assistance. (On 
the problem sou O. Pritsak, Dae Kiptachukiache, Fundamenta I, pp. 76, 77, Telegdi, 
Eine turkiache Orammutik in arabiaclier Sprache aue demXV. Jhdt : KCsA Suppl. (1936 — 
1939), p. 286, Halasi-Kun, Op. cit., pp. 167-168). 
,0 Some methodological problems concerning the Arabic transcription of Turkio 
S soom to be hitherto neglected. I would propose dividing the sources into three mtjor 
groupe: 1. Turkic texts written in Arabic script, 2. Arable texts describing or dealing 
with the Turkio languages and 3. Arabic texts in which occasionally. Turkio words or 
onomastic material occur. In the cuse of the Turkic texte in Arabic script, several factors 
have to be tuken into account. In some oases Turkio S is rendered by the three-dotted . -
Persian Sim and in such texts the three dots or two of them can be.omitted, the reading-
is in all cases 6. On the other hand, in such languages where the Turkio S became a spirant 
(S or 8) the canonized literary orthography preserved either thé jim or the Sim independ-
ently of the fact that it was read as S or s. This was the case with common words or proper 
names, the origin of which was clear and the orthography of which had a tradition, white in 
those local words and onoma where this was not the case, the secondary S or a was written 
with Sin or a In. Good examples can be found in the Bashkir geneological legends (see 
BoSkirakie Sejere, ed. R. G. Kuzeev, Ufa 1960) where words and names, which were 
surely rend with a ( < PT S) at the time of the writing of the texte, were written with 
jim or Sim, and even one and the same in two different ways in the same text (e.g. QibSaq, 
Qtpaaq). In these cases, the orthography with jim or Sim does not necessarily prove that 
in the given language at the given time PT S remained S. In the voluminous Arabio 
grammatical literature on Turkic, the first of which is KASyari's Dlvftn the unvoiced 
affricate S la quite accurately described in the descriptive part. E.g. KfiSy&rl states that 
a voiceless «hard» jim (i.e. S) does exist in Turkic while the (Arabic) jim is rare in Xaqaniy-
yah (see J. M. Kelly, liemarka on Kdayari'a Phonology: UAJb 44, 1972, pp. 186 — 187). 
But in fact Kftayarl denotes all Turkish S sounds with jim in the corpus of the work. The 
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author of the At-Tuhfah writes that in Turkic a «Jim mixed with An» does exist (i.e. a 4: 
alflm al-maéüba 6t-J-5{n). In the ooipus in a few oases the three dotted £im or fim with four 
dots below are used, in most oases, however, this is not the oase (see T. Halasi-Kun, La 
langue dee kiptehaks tTapria un manusoript arabé d'Ietanboul, II, Budapest 1942, É. I. 
Fozylov, M. T. Zijaeva, Ieyekannyj dar tjurkskomu jazylcu, Tashkent 1978 where further 
bibliography). In an Arabio source written on Turkio, as the at-Tuhfah, we find three 
types of rendering PT £: 1.6^ S (type tog ~ Soq, both forms ocour), 2. i (type Seber 
only i-form ooours, but this is MMo teber I) and 3. £ (type Soqal- only ¿-form, but this is 
from £oq in the first type I). I would insist on accepting Halasi-Kun's earlier opinion that 
this refers to transcription difficulties (a «mixed one») rather than to the presence of a 
6 > S change. In ourrent Arabio texts their authors were, in most oases, not aware of the 
fact that they fixed a sound not present in Arabio. They used that letter for the foreign 
£ which they felt to be pronounced nearest to the original heard from the speakers of 
the language, or their interpreters. Recently an interesting discussion has arisen 
following the disoovery of the Al-Muqtabas of Ibn IJayy&n. P. Chalmetta drew atten-
tion to a passage in Vol. V, which refers to the raid of a Hungarian army in Spain, in 
A. D. 942 (see liivista degli Studi Orientals 60, 1976, 337-351). This fifth volume of the 
al-Muqtabas was edited in Madrid, 1979. The relevant passage has been disoussed by K. 
Czeglédy (MagyarNyelv 76,1979, pp. 273-282, ibid 77,1981, pp. 413-419), Oy. Qyőrffy 
{Magyar Nyelv 76, 1980, pp. 308-317, ibid 77, 1981, pp. 512-513) and I. Elter (Magyar 
Nyelv 77, 1981, pp. 413 — 419). In the focus of the disouBsion is the list of seven Hungarian 
amirB, chiefs, enumerated in the text. In his first paper K. Czeglédy proposed to identify 
the word UU as the transcription of a Hungarian Gana or Sana pointing out that Jin 
could render both Hungarian 6 or í (there existed a well known personal name őanad in 
Old Hungarian, this would have been its short form without the suffix -d). Since the name 
has the standard form with 6- in Old Hungarian, this would have been a oaae for Arabio 
¿in rendering a ¿(the other possibility being a Hungarian dialectal variant with &-). In the 
later discussion (see Chalmetta 1979, Elter 1981 and Czeglédy 1981) it has been oleared 
that this is a misinterpretation, the actual word is Arabio Sa'nan and does not reflect a 
Hungarian name. With this fell the emendation of Györffy (1980) who read Instead of 
lill a bU and identified the name with Old Hungarian Caba (also a well known name 
from Old Hungarian). There is only one item in the list in the interpretation on whioh 
all Hungarian authors cited above agree. This item is written and read by Czeglédy 
as Tyyla, interpreted as Dyiia whioh he identified with the Old Hungarian title and 
personal name ]ila ~ jula. He supposes that the letter combination (y renders either 
an Old Hungarian palatalized d' or an affricate ). The existence of a palatalized 
tf can be most probably excluded here. In a recent monographic study L. Benkő 
(At Árpádkori magyar nyelvű ezöveg emlékek [The linguistio textual monuments of the 
Árpád [dynasty's] age], Budapest 1980, pp. 76—78) gave good reasons that in Early Old 
Hungarian only j (di) was present and the palatalized d' (later orthographioally gy-) is 
a later development. The word in question oocurs in Ibn Rusta as «1»- and in DAI of 
Constantino Porphyrogenitos ae yvXaa. But even if we would suppose that in 10th century 
Hungarian a palatalized d' did occur it would be a surprisingly acourate transcription if 
(y• would reflect it. With equal right we oould then Aippose a 6 ~ t and read Tyabala(h) 
reflecting őabald (of. the Őaba above) or Öebele (reflecting Őepeli another well known 
Hungarian name from this period) or any other combination. However, I doubt, that such 
transcriptions in a current Arabio text might exist. Moreover, since the stress was on the 
first syllable in the Hungarian, one would expect that the first yd — if it is yd — denotes 
a vowel. A way out would be that the Hungarian ) in Jila was a retrof lex affricate (adjusted 
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The Turkic and (he Mongolian yurte have (he вате baeio structure, 
but differ in slight details. The terminology of the Turkic and the Mongolian 
yurt is basically different.71 In the oontaot area of the Turkic and Mongolian 
nomadic tribes, the borrowing of a few terms in both directions ocour. The 
most characteristic part of the yurt is the roofring. Its Old Turkio name is 
tügünük.™ The word can be found in K&Sg'ari's Divan (tüíjlük),73 Fazylov74 
cites it from the Nahoul Faradis and the Husraw and Sirin (tüíjlük), it is well 
known to Chagatai literature (tüíjlük, tünlük, tümliik), írom the recent lan-
guages I quote only Turkmen, Üzbek, New Uigur Taranohi, Baraba, Lebed, 
Teleut, Altai, Oirat Tuva, Karagas, Yakut, Siberian Tatar, Kazan Tatar, 
Basbkir and what is the most interesting: Chuvash.7* In Modern Chuvash it 
is also the name of the ohimney, but earlier «the hole on the roof of the kitohen 
where the smoke was ventilated», also «small window».7' In Yakut it is the 
name of the «window», otherwise it remained everywhere, where yurte exist, 
the name of the roofring.77 The exception is Kazak where it means «felt, 
covering the smoke-opening of the felt hut» (tündik, tűnik), the same seems 
to be the case in Nogai (tünlik «zavesa kibitki»). A very common shift of term 
ocourred; the name of the object was passed to the name of its cover. This 
happened because the Kazaks, Nogais and Karakalpaks borrowed a speoial 
type of roof-ring from the Mongols and called i t : Sayaraq, Saifiraq, the Kara-
kalpaks Haijiraq, Satjraq, the Nogai Sayiraq, iiyarag. The word can also be found 
in Bashkir as sayiraq, eatjiraq, in Siberian Tatar as Saijiriq (here «wood-sticks 
laid across fire-wood to protect it») further as Sayaraq in Kirgiz. As pointed 
out above, the S of the literary Kazak, Karakalpak and Nogai represents 
the northern dialeots, and in the southern dialects the earlier 6 is preserved 
to the £ which as we have seen lost its palatal component) and in word initial position it 
was nearer to an Arabio (than to a jim. In this case fiyla has to be read and interpreted as 
jiyla. All these are, however, speculations with a very low probability. The final solution 
will be given only if all the seven names will be deciphered and they offer some system. 
Until then hardly anything can be said about a possible new Arabic rendering of a Turkio 
or other foreign (. 
" Preliminary report on a study of the dwellings of the Altate people: Aspects of 
Altaic civilization, ed. D. Sinor, Bloomington 1963, pp. 117—136. 
n Sir Gerard Clauson, An Etymological dictionary of the pre-thirteenth-oentury 
Turkish, Oxford, 1972, p. 486. 
.n Clauson, op. eit., p. 620 with further OT and Middle Turkio data. 
n É. Fazylov, Staroüzhekskij jazyk II, Taakent 1971, pp. 424— 426. 
" Bee the data in my Notes on the Kazak yurt, p. 94, to which now some more can 
be added. On Chuvash téni see Y. G. Egorov, ÉtithologiSeskij slovar' SuvaSkogo jatyka, 
Cheboksary 1964, p. 246, further Doerfer, TMEN II pp. 643-646. , 
" N. I. ASmarin, Slovar' £uvaiskogo jatyka XV, Cheboksary 1941, pp. 62 — 63. 
" Some speoial meanings are noted by Clauson, loe. laúd, as e.g. «dormer window», 
«window», «upper storey of the house», «lattice window». 
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as it ia in the Kazak dialect spoken in Mongolia. This is also the case with our 
word, which I noted as Sarjaraq among the Kazaks of Mongolia.78 The word, 
as demonstrated, is of Mongolian origin.1" The original Mongolian word for 
«roof-ring» is toyono.80 The original meaning of Mongolian Sayariy is «ring», 
but it denotes the rim or hoop of the roof-ring among the Dörböts and Sartuls. 
In the dialects of West Mongolia and in Kalmuck81 it became the term of the 
roof-ring. This speoial West Mongolian word was borrowed by the quoted 
Turkic languages, so there oan be no doubt that the S in the word is secondary 
and later than the 14th century. 
The case is not isolated. All Middle Mongolian loan-words in these 
languages underwent the same change: / 
Kzk: Sabdar «yellow with white tail and mane(horse)», Shor Samdir, Samdar 
Sabdar, Tel Sabidar, Alt Saptar, Bar., Kiierik tsaptar, Kirg. iabdar.— 
MMong iabidar. 
Kzk: Soqur «sturgeon» (lit. the «variegated fish» cf. aia balig), Shor Sokur 
«variegated, mottled», Hak Soxir, soxir, Tuv. Sokar, Chag. ioqur etc. — 
MMong. faqur, Sougur. 
Kzk: Stray «look, aspect, exterior, facial features», Nogai Stray, Shor Sirai, 
Hak sirai, Tuv Sirai, Ghag Sirai etc. Mong. Sirai «face». 
Kzk: Seder «hobble (for horses)», Sider, Kirg tider etc. MMong Sider 
«hobble». 
Kzk: Silb'ir «long reins (for tethering a horse)», Nogai Silbir, Kkalp. SilHr, 
Shor Silbir, Kirg. Silbir etc. MMong Silbu'ur «tether (of horse)». 
Kzk; Seber «foreman, master (craftsman, expert), tailor», Nogai Seber, Kklp. 
Seber, 8hor Seber, Soyot Sever, Yakut säbär, Altai Seber, eto. -«- Mong. 
(éber — Yakut Säbär. 
Some of these words are present in early Kipohak documents. For 
example, iirai and Seber, as already noted by Poppe,82 can be found in the 
Codex Cumanicus. The great Middle Mongolian impact on the Kipchak lan-
« 
" Notes on lite Kazak yurt, pp. 90, 94. 
Notes on the Kazak yurt, p. 96. It is irrelevant for our study whether Mongplian 
íayariy does or does not have anything in common with the group of Indo-European 
words to which pertain 8anskrit ealcra A vesta (dfyrö «wheel», on which see M. Mayrhofer, 
Kurzgefaßte» etymologisches Wörterbuch des Altindischen I, 1966, p. 366. > 
80 Originally «the frame of the roof-ring», hence «smoke-hole in the top of a yurt* 
(Lessing, Mongolian-English dictionary, p. 817). The «smoke-hole» is erüge in the Secret 
History par. 24. See also erüke, örke etc. A further term for the roof-ring is qarayabii, 
yarayabii. A similar terminological shift occurred with erüke most which denotes in 
dialects the cover of the roof-ring (see Preliminary report, p. 62). 
" Cf. Ramstedt, KalmWb, p, 419: «die Querhölzer im Rauohringe, bisw. der 
Rauchring, Dachring der Jurte», Notes, p. 96. Kara, op. cit., p. 163. 
81 N. Poppe, Die mongolischen Lehnwörter im Komanischen, Németh Armagam, 
Ankara 1962, p. 336. 
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guages has yet to be investigated, but I hope that from the above it is clear 
that the 6 > S ohange in the Kazak, Karakalpak and Nogai languages is 
roughly of the same age as the spirantization of the 6 in the South Siberian 
Turkio languages. 
If so than we have to exclude them from the oirole from where the 
Hungarian words with S in place of Turkio I have been borrowed. 
At the same time another conclusion can be offered. The loss of the 
palatpl element in the Hungarian reflexes of the FU 6, unique in the history 
of the Finno-Ugrian languages, can be, ascribed only to such a linguistic envi-
ronment, where the 6 had no palatal component. As stated above, there are 
data on the fact that at least in the 9th—10th century in the language of 
the Chuvash-type Turkio speaking groups immigrating to the Volga—Kama 
area the palatalized 6 was already present. The Hungarian language had to 
lose this palatal oomponent under the influence of suoh Turkio groups whioh 
had not yet contacted the Finno-Ugrian languages. This could have happened 
only in the eouthern area. 
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. To the memory of Pro feasor 
R<5na-Tas B. Col linder 
DE HYTOTHESI URALO-ALTAICA 
"I 4\ke people with whom I disagree, 
they are not dull" (B. Collinder) 
In a paper entitled "Pro hypothesi Uralo-Altaica" (1977) Björn Collin-
der has sunmarised his views on the.relationship between Uraiic and . 
Altaic. The problem hag been, in the focus of his interest for a long 
time (see his earlier papers, 1948, 1952, FUV1'1955, 1965, 1970 and 
FUV2 1977) and therefore a discussion of his 1977 paper from an Al-
taist's point of view may provide a good opportunity to continue a 
discussion which has been going on for more than 250 years. 
Collinder's conclusion is the following: "Angesichts des Tatbe-
standes gibt es m.E. nur zwei theoretische Wahlmöglichkeiten: Urver-
wandtschaft oder now liquet" (1977: 73). I think there do exist more 
theoretical possibilities. 
First I would like to make some general remarks. I do not wish to 
go into the discussion about what VrveriMndtaohaft is (see RiSna-Tas 
1978), rather, I should onlyllike to reflect on a few of the problems 
raised by Collinder 1977. He agree that only such linguistic facts can 
be considered as pertaining to a common proto-language the regular 
correspondence of which can be demonstrated and the loan character of 
which excluded. In this case we consider "regular" a correspondence 
if the forms reconstructed in:conformity to the history of the re-
spective languages are identical in their phonemic structure and se-
mantics. It is also clear that in historical reconstruction we cannot 
avoid hypothetical, "asterisked" forms, the question is only how many 
hypothetical forms are acceptable. I think that one of the reasons why 
the "Ural-Altaic" and this "Altaic" problem is not yet settled is that 
those who are in favour of it admit more intermediate "asterisked 
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forms" while Chose who are against admit fewer or none at all. Another 
problem with the reconstructed forms is that scholars are inclined to 
be more rigorous with the reconstructions of their fellow scholars 
than with their own. 
Coilinder recognizes that the numerals are not common in U and A. 
This is, according to him, not a decisive argument against the rela-
tionship. Of course everybody will agree that this fact is not an ar-
gument in favour of it either. Coilinder tries, however, to compare 
the Hungarian három 'three' with Mongolian yurban. First we have to 
mention that the word is not U but FU. The PFU form can be recon-
structed as *kolme or *kulme (cf. HSzFE). To make this comparison 
plausible Coilinder suggests that the H and Vogul -rm- in the word is 
the original cluster and ail other FU languages changed it to -l(V)m~. 
Further it has to be supposed that -m is a suffix. We can accept as 
a fact that -ban is a suffix in turban (it occurs in the numerals for 
3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 10) but it is a hypothesis that Mongolian alone 
preserved the "Altaic" numeral for 'three', and since there exists a 
y:q opposition in Mongolian we have to suppose that either the k- in 
PFU or the y~ in M is secondary. This means that in order to accept 
the comparison H három - M turban as pertaining to the original UA 
stock, we have to accept five hypotheses. 
It is easy to agree with Collinder's statement that a series of 
typological similarities exists between U and A (vowel harmony, in-
admissible consonant clusters, agglutination etc.). Then he states: 
"Die strukturelle Xhnlichkeit hat zwar keinen Beweiswert, sie er-
leichtert aber die etymologische Vergleichung" (69). I fully agree 
with Coilinder concerning the first part of his statement. For a long 
time these features have been the main arguments in favour of the 
Ural-Altaic hypothesis and it is of importance to stress that they 
are not themselves proof of it. I hesitate, however, to accept the 
second part of his statement. If something is hampering the etymolo-
gical work it is just the structural similarity of these languages. 
Coilinder cites e.g. the possesive suffixes: Lappish uetepam, Turkish 
doetum 'ray friend'. It is evident that both suffixes are later devel-
opments. In most of the Mongolian languages the possesive personal 
suffixes do not exist, while in some of them they are just in statu 
naecendi and it is in Mongolian where the syntactic procedure oi the 
birth of the personal.possesive suffixes can be observed. If we were 
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not be helped by generei considerations and historical facts, the FU 
and T Pxl -m,would be a reasonable candidate for being a common UA 
suffix (as was in fact suggested in earlier literature). I call this 
type of correspondence structurally conditioned convergency (see 
Rdna-Tas 1974: 31). 
I shall not discuss here the parallels of the U and A suffixes. 
The comparison of suffixes which consist of one consonant and have 
different functions which can be reduced to a common denominator 
using a series of hypotheses but nevertheless remain isolated and do 
noc form a system is not particularly promising. We shall arrive at 
a more complex picture if.we discuss the lexical material listed by 
Collinder. This list is a revised variant of former ones and it con-
sists of 62 comparisons. Collinder writes: "Nur 8 sind aus sämtlichen 
Zweigen des Uraialtaiechen belegt, 25 aus. je zwei Zweigen, 29 aus je 
einem. 16 findet man nur im Tg., 9 nur in Tk., 4 nur in Mg. In den 
drei ersten Wörtern ['Vater', 'Mutter'saugen1] kann es sich um sog. 
elementare Verwandtschaft handeln. Die darauf folgenden drei Wörter 
['Nadel', 'Schi', 'Schlitten'] sind Kulturwörter und deshalb fUr den 
Verwandtschaftsnachweis kaum vom belang" (71-72). 
Accepting for the time being the validity of the comparisons, 
this means that we have only 8 UA comparisons, 25 are U and present 
in two of the A languages and the remaining 29 are either PFU or PS 
and are present only in one of the A languages. If it is true, as 
Collinder claims, that about half of his comparisons are either only 
FU or only S this itself should have raised the possibility of early 
contacts among FU and S on the one side and some A languages on the 
other. 
One can only agree that such items which he labels as pertaining 
to "elementare Verwandtschaft" have to be excluded at the first stage 
of the argumentation. We agree also that "Kinderwörter" and onomato-
poeia are meant here. In addition I think that deictics should also 
to be kept separate. The various pronouns are of deictic origin and 
reflect a very early layer of linguistic history. Collinder mentions 
if he considers the word to have also been present in Indo-European. 
Out of seven U-A-IE comparisons six are pronouns. It can not be a 
mere chance that out of Collinder's 8 UA comparisons 4 are pronouns. 
The phonetical history of deictics, just because of their emphatic 
character, does not always follow the general lines of linguistic 
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history. Therefore I suggest putting them aside. If the UA relation-
ship is eventually proved Chen they can be considered, then nobody 
would deny thaC "Kinderwdrter" and onomatopoeia can also be.inher-
ited; on the other hand, it is inadmissible Co use Chem Co prove a 
relationship. 
If we puc the four pronouns aside four words remain which Col-
iinder considers Co be UA words. Curiously enough Cwo are words 
dealing wich reindeer breeding (see below) and Cwo denote "basic 
concepts". Lec us look aC Che second Cwo firsC. 
PU a la .'space below sg., below, under, what is beneath' 
The PU reconsCrucdon is noC withouC problems. The PFU may well 
be *ala buc PS is j I S (see Janhunen 1977: 24 i inscead of j' is a 
misprint). MSzFE and UrEc see no problem in reconscruccing PU ala. 
Sammallahci (1979: S3) scaces chac out of 34-38 words wich PFU a 19 
have <$ in PS and only chree have Janhunen (1981: 9-10) reconstructs 
PU j I d supposing in PFU an i - a > a - a assimilation. If we accept 
Chis, more plausible, solucion Chen only PFU can be compared with Che 
words Co be quoced below. 
In T we have Cwo series of words. To the firsC percain: alt, alt'i, 
altln (?< alt-tin) 'below' and to the other alin, alya etc..'before, 
ahead, face eCc.'. Clauson wriCes s.v, al "if really an ancienc word, 
[ic] meant 'front, facing, prior posicion' but Chere is a great doubt 
whether it was. In Che early period it occurs only with 3rd Person 
Poss. Suff. in the Dac., Abl. and Loc. and Chese words mighc1equally 
be Che same cases of alin q.v. The earliest auchoricies for Che ex-
istence of al as such are Vel[jaminov-Zernov's ChagaCai dictionary] 
and San[glax a Chagacai-Persian diccionary] but in £ag., Coo, Che 
word is attesCed only in suffixed oblique cases; ic is possible, chac 
by this period a word al had been formed by a kind of false ecymology 
fr. oblique cases of alin... There is a parallel problem in Che ques-
tion whether there was an ancient word alt or whether Chis, Coo, is 
a back foraacion fr. altln" (123). RSsiinen (1969: 14) has no doubcs 
that the two words are the same. Sevortjan (1974: 124-5, 140-i) treats 
the two words in two entries. He discinguishes *al 'front' and *al 
'below, botcom'. This is far from cerCain. This is based on TUrkmen 
al'in 'forehead, before' but in Halaj we find alt, alt 'below' and neith-
er vowel is long in Yakut. The geographical distribution.of the se-
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mantical side is the following: alt('in) is 'below etc.' in OT, MT, 
Ottoman, Azeri, Gagauz, Haiaj, Yellow Uyghur, Hakass, Tuvan and To-
falar. But it is 'before etc.' in Tatar, Bashkir, Kazak, Nogay, Kara-
kalpak, Kumuck, Karachai-Baikar, Qzbeg, New Uyghur and Altai (Oirot). 
This shows that the semantical difference is distributed in two mutu-
ally exclusive areas. There is only one T languagé where the word has 
both:meanings. In Kirgiz aid, aldl is both 'before' and 'below'. This 
is in perfect conformity with our knowledge that the speakers of the 
Kirgiz language moved in the not very distant past from the South 
Siberian area to their present homeland. While alvn is in the most T 
languages 'before' it means 'below' in Yakut. Considering these facts 
one is inclined to suppose that even if we disregard the doubts of 
Ciau8on and. accept. that -t and -n in alt and aVin are suffixes, in PT 
there was only one al, It is also improbable from a general linguis-
tic point of view that two words denoting two different directions 
would have been differentiated only by the .opposition a-.a. This PT 
*al could have a broader meaning 'the lower, the front side' which 
may have been connected with the body of animals, that is the lower 
part of the quadrupedal animals is equivalent to the front part of 
the human body. 
The T word has been compared by Ramstedt (1957: 106) with Mo'ng. 
aliuBun 1Unterholz', Manchu aliaun. Hong, aliusun simply does not 
exist. There is a Mong. alireun > aliaun 'red bilberry' (to al 'red') 
and the same or homophonous word with the meaning 'after-grass' (see 
e.g.. Buriat alirhan 'brusinkai WBurDial otava, trava vtorogo kosa'). 
This latter was borrowed by some Tunguz dialects and Manchu. Poppe 
(1960: 75) connected' the T word with M ala(n) 'joint of the thighs, 
groin, crotch; pubic region,.genitals' ~ Evenki a¿as 'bedro, berco-
vaja kost' (perednyj nogi olenja)¡ kostnyj mozg, golen' (olenja)' 
(cf. Cincius 1975: 29), aldan id.. Mongolian ala(n) pertains to alua 
'distance', alSayi- 'for the legs to be spread apart','aZda 'fathom 
(distance between the tips of the middle fingers of a man's out-
atretohed arms)'. To the last wdrd. pertains, the MT word alda 'fathom, 
space in-between' and is a Mongolian'loanword correctly treated as 
such by Cincius (1975: 30) . Evenki alaa which is restricted to a few 
Evenki dialects is either a Mongolian loan (with the Mong. plural -s) 
or is another word pertaining to the North (see below). 
Thus instead of a clear UA comparison we have only a FU-T one. 
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If Janhunen's suggestion for the PlI reconstruction is accepted then 
the T word can be only a loanword from FU. It is surely not purely 
fortuitous that in FUVZ Collinder does not cite Mongolian and adds: 
"Uncertain correspondences in Tunguz". 
PU ang 'opening, incision, cavity' 
Here once more the PFU and the PS vocalism is in contradiction. 
PFU may well be ang or ana but PS is <Sn (Janhunen 1977: 20). There-
fore Sannailahti (1979: 27) compared the PS word with PFU <Sn3 'chin' 
which is semantically improbable. MSzFE and UrEt accept PFU as PU, 
Janhunen (1981: 57) reconstructs PU &r\i. 
The word has long ago been compared with T ayiz 'mouth'. The 
final - 2 may be a suffix (not dual!), but ay('i) is nowhere attested. 
It is true that in one type of T words —j- can be a secondary deve-
lopment from an -n~, but this is not the case with the word for 
'mouth'. It occurs everywhere with -y- or its developments. In Yakut 
we find uob (< ay'iz) 'lips, the upper lips, mouth', e.g. in bayana 
uoha 'a cutting in a pillar with a form of a half circle' (bayana 
'pillar' *-M), while the par excellence word for 'mouth* is ayax 
(< anaq). Further in Yakut we find ana 'open', anxai 'a hole', ar\ai-
'to be wide open*. As Kajuiyrfski pointed out (1961: 130) these latter 
words are Mongolian loanwords. In some other T languages we find a 
verb anal- 'to wonder, to open wide the mouth', also from Mongolian. 
The oiily possibility of connecting the Turkic word with the Uralic 
is if we suppose that Yakut *anaq goes back to an earlier aifcq, the 
-q is a suffix and then we have an af\. RSsSnen (1949: 200-203) 
treated this interesting n but did not cite this word, presumably, 
because the Yakut word is isolated. The only argument in favour of 
an older Yakut -n would be the fact that this would fit into the U 
pattern and .account for the difference in PFU and PS: PFU ana <'PU 
ana > PS dn> But this kind of argumentation would convince nobody. 
In Mongolian we find ang 'crack, chink, cleft, fissure, crevice; 
ravine' (-» Kirg. an 'ravine'), angya 'bifurcation, branch', angyayi-
'to open up, to be wide open', angyar 'crevice, cranny, fissure, cleft' 
etc. The word for 'mouth' is ama(n) in Mongolian and has to be compar-
ed with T am, 'vulva' and not with ay'iz 'mouth'. 
In the Manchu-Tunguzian languages we find a very interesting 
semantic differentiation (though not always consequent). The word for 
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'human mouth' is amna in Evenki, Even, Negidal, Oroch. The word for 
animal mouth (R 'past') is ana in Evenki, Negidal; further we find 
ana in Jurchen and Manchu but in the meaning 'human mouth' while in 
Udihe, Ulcha, Orok and Nanai anna and axyna alternate and mean both. 
Solon has annai 'mouth' (cf. Cincius 1975« 38-39, 43). Benzing (1955: 
38) reconstructed *aryna, Cincius l.cit., amna < amga < amagai. I 
suppose that amna is a crasis of ama and ana; the first pertains to 
Mongolian ama(n) and the second to M ang(a), and the latter word 
exists also independently in MT. 
Thus T am - M ama(n) - MT ama- must be kept separate from M and 
MT ax\(a), while both'must be kept separate from T аугв. 
Of course we find in this word n > Y in the Ugric and n > m in 
the Permian languages but these are late and independent changes. 
Should T ay'ia be in connection with the U word this would be possible 
only if it were an Ugric loan. So we have in this case a U word with 
MT and M connections if we accept that PS Я is secondary. If not, 
then it is only a PFU — МГ — M correspondence. 
I have discussed these two words because they represent two 
types of U and A correspondences and many similar words could be 
added. Now for the two types of correspondences we can give two ex-
planations. 
-UA> 
ala + ' • ' 
ang . • 
ala . ang 
The first is the "Stammbaumtheorie". The second type was first 
suggested by J. Németh, who wrote in a somewhat altered version of a 
paper written originally in 1928: "Auf Grund der bisher festgestell-
ten Übereinstimmungen können wir keineswegs annehmen, dass die ura-
lischen, türkischen, mongolischen und mandschu-turigusischen Sprachen 
auf eine in einer bestimmten Periode der Vorzeit und einer bestimm-
ten Urheimat gesprochene Ursprache zurückzuführen sind, und noch viel 
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weniger, dass etwa das Indogermanische oder das Koreanische aus die-
ser Einheit abzuleiten wären. Für die Erklärung der vorzeitlichen Be-
ziehungen der erwähnten Sprachen möchte ich eine sich von Osteuropa 
bis Ostasien erstreckende, ununterbrochene — wenn auch nicht synchro-
nisch ununterbrochene — Sprachenkette annehmen, deren nebeneinander 
oder einander nahe stehende Glieder Übereinstimmungen aufweisen, die 
auf eine enge urzeitliche Verbindung, und bei gewissen Gliedern der 
Kette eventuell auch eine urzeitlf.che Spracheinheit schliessen lassen. 
Unsere Betrachtungsweise lässt die Möglichkeit offen, dass auch zwi-
schen solchen Sprachfamilien, die sich nicht unmittelbar berühren 
(etwa zwischen dem Indogermanischen und TUrkischen, zwischen dem Ura-
lischen und Tungusischen) Übereinstimmungen bestehen können. Wir sind 
auch — wie schon erwähnt — berechtigt, urzeitliche Wanderungen anzu-
nehmen" (1942-1947: 86-87). A similar idea has been expressed by 
Tolstov (1950). The model was later developed by Sinor (1975) who 
stressed, among other things the FU - S - MT connections. 
We have to deal with two further questions, with the 'where' and 
the 'when'. Now let me return to Collinder's other two UA comparisons: 
PU kunta 'reindeer' 
The word is present in Lappish and Fi. kuntue is a L loanword. 
Vogul has *konka (< 1 kontka < kunta+ka) while Yenisei k&re7, hive'' 
kede, fcese' and Kamass kouna. The vocalism is not regular and 1 agree 
with UrEt: "Möglicherweise ist es ein eurasisches Wanderwort". The 
role of the Lapps could have been here decisive. 
In the MT languages we find kandaya 'elk' (only in one dialect 
of Evenki). This seems to be a derivative from kanda 'dewlap (podgru-
dok) of an elk, cow' cf. Manchu qanda id. qandayan 'elk (male)', qan-
datu 'a mythological animal resembling a bull with red tail'. The 
same word is M qandayai 'elk'. The word is present also in Yakut where 
we find: xanda 'an evil demon' itlip xandayai, alip xandayai id." It is 
an open question whether Even (Lamut) kende 'reindeer (draught, of 
9 
Koryak or Chukchee race)' pertains here, but if so it is of foreign 
origin. In FUV2 Collinder is not citing T data. 
PU tewä 'elk or reindeer' 
The U word is present in L and Fi. In this case it is more likely 
that Fi teva 'male elk', tevcma 'female elk' have been borrowed by L 
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but Che other way can also not be excluded. The UrEt connects with 
this word the Hungarian tehén with a ? mark, not accepting its IE 
origin (Joki 1973: 326-327). The S words occuring in Tawgi, Yenisei, 
Yurak, Selkup and Катаев have been reconstructed by Janhunen as PS 
(1977: 155), but he did not include this word in his list of PU 
common words (1981). 
In the ИТ languages this word has been borrowed from Yakut and 
appears in Evenki where we find tobo 'reindeer'. 
In T we find teve, in older texts also tevey 'camel', Yakut 
tébittn, temiün are Mongolian loanwords (Kafuzynski 1961: 16). The 
word for 'reindeer' is taba, that for 'elk' is tayax (< *taAaq). The 
first is surely a S loanword later passed over to Evenki. T tebe and 
M temegen 'camel' belong surely together though there is no good 
reason for the T -b- - M -m- as has been pointed out by Doerfer (1965: 
669-671). The M word was borrowed by КС languages, Evenki tevén 'cam-
el', (through Yakut), temegen directly from Mongolian. So also was 
Solon temege and Manchu temege (Cincius 1977: 235). 
I think that even if one would accept the semantic correspond-
ence 'elk, reindeer' - 'camel' everything points to the suggestion 
that here we have a cultural wandering word. These two words are not 
isolated. 
PU poia 'reindeer (calf)' 
Fi poro is in a not clear relationship with the other U words 
(see FUV2, UrEt). Especially problematical is the semantic side in 
the cases of the S words, Катаев 'Capra sibirica', Koibal 'goat, 
Cervus capreolus'. Zyryan peS is an Ostyak loanword. The vocalism is 
also here irregular and I suggest PL poia - PCber putSa - püSe - PVoty 
1 piioí - PObUgr pecSe and if the S words pertain here PS potSa. Irregu-
larities of this kind may be accepted if we assume that the word is 
an inner (early) loan in U. 
The word is present in the KT languages: Evenki ЬгЗёп 'roe(deer)', 
Even Ъй&еп, buSeke 'Moschus moschiferus'Negidal boSan 'Cervus elap-
hus', Oroch buSa(n) id,, Ulcha boía(n), buSa(n) Nanai boíá and Manchu 
buSin 'mythological animal eimilar to the reindeer with long tail'. 
Yakut bilSen, biSen 'Moschus moschiferus' is an Even loanword. The -n 
ia a MT suffix. 





Tatar and Russian (see Ridei-Rdna-Tas 1982i 167-168). 
PU aorta 'elk; young reindeer* 
The'word which is present in Mordwin, Cheremiss, Ostyak, Vogul, 
Yurak and perhaps in Selkup shows a variation in its semantics. In 
Mordwin E, M both 'elk' and 'reindeer' (dial.) occur. In Cher it is 
only 'elk', in the Ob Ugric languages it denotes a one-year-old elk, 
reindeer or other animal, in Yurak the one-year-old reindeer cow, 
heifen. The problematical Selkup word is ejaera 'cervus tarandus'. 
The word was borrowed by the Yakut dialects: eartx, sa t t ' i , hatti 
'female reindeer in her second year'. With a suffix -q the word is 
present in several Siberian Turkic languages: Shor aartak, Sagai, 
Koibal aardak, Mator earSak 'reindeer', Tuvan aard&ik 'one-year-old 
wild he-goat'. 
The M word for 'yak' is aarlay, earluy (?< Bard-lay < earta-
lay). 
A very early correspondence is also the following: 
PU an3 'Harelda glacialis, Anas hiemalis; polar duck' 
The L word has been compared with Yur naanu by Collinder with 7 
mark (FUV2 35). Janhunen (1977) reconstructs PS Su& citing Yen aba 
and with 7 Sk and Km. The UrEt cites also Tawgi and Karagass further 
Yenisei r\au and connects it with Ostyak it]k, enx and Vog finghS, ofikhe 
(< PObUgr *jnk, cf. Honti, 1982: 127), The "irregularities" can again 
be explained only if we suppose that the word was a wandering cultu-
ral one of the Siberian hunters. 
The word is present in Kajgari'a work on the Turkic languages 
(A. D. 1072-1074): an 'the name of a bird whose fat is used for me-
dical purposes; if it is rubbed on the palm of the hand it penetrates 
to the other side' (see Clauson). We find it in Turkmen as ant? 'the 
red goose (ogar*)', in Ottoman dialects ang, anga 'a yellow bird as 
big as a nightingale also ankit, ankut, angurt'^ , In Yakut dialects, 
in the North, between the Lena and the Indigirka: anna , anna 'sea 
duck'. There are two other bird names which belong together and can-
not be separated from the above: T an'it 'ruddy goose (Anas casarea) ', 
M angg'ir 'a kind of yellow duck, reddish yellow'. These go back to an 
earlier form a n i r t which in fact occurs in Ozbeg. Bazin ( 1 9 7 1 : 5 5 - 5 9 ) 
suggested that an is of onomatoepic origin, supposing that —q'ir is a 
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verbal, and -t a deverbal noun suffix. Most bird names are of onqpa-
topoeic origin and this may be the case with our word as well. This 
does not exclude, however, that it may have existed at a very early 
period and subsequently been borrowed. 
Evenki anni, an, andi, Negidal ani 'Anas nigra' are Yakut, while 
Evenki anif, Nan a<\gi, Manchu angir are Mongolian loanwords. 
These words point to the North Eurasian taiga region and Co a 
hunting, most probably a reindeer — elk hunting population. The fact 
that people who later came to the south preserved the terms as "myth-
ological animals" or used them for naming other, newly encountered 
ones as Che 'yak', Che 'camel', seems Co be a sCrong argument in sup-
port of this view. 
It would be a considerable argument againsc the circular model 
if there were a cercain amount of U-M correspondences which had no 
counterparts in T and MT. Coliinder writes that he has four. One of . 
them is Hung, három - Mong yufban dealt with above. The second is the 
second person singular pronoun which has no relevance to this dis-
cussion. The third is Fi ¿¡£¿1 .'don't' and its family which cannot be 
connected with Mongolian ttltl for phonecic reasons. As we shall see, 
Che fourch is also noc a U-M correspondence. Its discussion will, 
however, give some furcher insights. 
PU küei or ka'ei 'Picea, Pinua, Abiesj conifer' 
Coliinder compared this word wich Mong. quel 'cedar, Siberian 
pine'. Its MT parallels have been suggested by Sauvageot (1929: 96-97) 
and recently by Sinor (1975: 252). I have demonscraced chat the PS 
form has been borrowed by PChuvash (I960: 382, 1982: 160-161). The 
word existed in OT where we find in Kasgarl quaiq. 'pine kernel'. The 
T word was borrowed by M as qU8iya 'nut, walnut' (on this type of 
T M borrowing see Rdna-Taa 1971: 389-399). In Ossetian we find 
k'ozae which is of PPermic origin (cf. Abaev 1958: 638). The MT form 
is kaei-kta (-kta is a common MT suffix). 
Here the "Western" data i.e. T and'M and the "Eastern" i.e. Che 
MT daca are in conCradicCion. There is also a problem with the U re-
construction. Based on the Finn-Permian data küai, taking into ac-
count the (Ob) Ugric kowa3 was suggested. The PS form is k&&t and 
based on this, now Janhunen suggested for PU k&xai (1981). either 





the diphthong was the earlier: « 
Finn-Permian (Ob)Ugric PSamoyed 
kawai > kuai kawei > ka&ti > koy&3 kauai > ka%t*i 
In this case MT kaai may be a very early loan from PU kauai or a 
later one from a period common to Ob-Ugric and PSamoyed, the T word 
can be not earlier than the Finn-Permian period and is surely a loan-
word. In the other case: 
Finn-Permian (Ob)Ugric PSamoyed 
kuai > kuai kuai > kaUei > ka&ti > koy<t>3 kuai >.kauai > kadt 
T and M could be early PU words or later Finn-Permian ones, the MT 
words only loanwords from either PUgric or PS. 
The cross references help us to reach some chronological results. 
Since PChuv borrowed a form *qadi from some early Samoyed language 
and the ancestors of the Chuvash left South Siberia in the 4th centu-
ry at the latest, the PS form can be dated back to the first centu-
ries B.C.-A.D. On the other hand the type of borrowing T queiq -» M 
qusiya can be also dated to the first centuries B.C. and A.D. This 
means that the ancestors of the Turks had to borrow this form earlier. 
The Ossetian form points to a Permian *kgz3 which was a PPermian form. 
He have to assume that this word was borrowed by the Alans, the ances-
tors of the Ossets, prior to the invasion of the Volga-Kama region by 
the Bulgar Turks, i.e. before the 8th century. A.D. 
I am aware that these data do not give too much to the Uraiists, 
according to whom the PFU—PS separation was about 4.000 B.C. and the 
Fi-Pe — Ugr separation about 2,000 B.C. For the Altaist, however, 
these data are of importance, since we are in a period when the Huns 
appear on the steppe and, on their northern border, people are be-
coming important and are therefore mentioned in the Chinese sources. 
A more thorough investigation of the semantic side of the com-
parisons offers a similar picture. 
PU kale(we) 'sister-in-law' 
« 
Here the semantics of the "Western" and "Eastern" languages are 
, different. Finno-Permi'an: 'female relative through a male in-law re-
lative' (Fi: BW, HS, WS, Estl HB, HBW, L: HBW, BW, Mord: HS, Voty: sW, 
Zyryan: HBW, for the abbreviations see Szij 1979). (Ob)Ugric: 'young-
er female relative through the wife' (Ost: WS, WB"d, Vog: WS), 'mal>e 
relative through wife' (OSt: WSH, WB), 'male in-law relative through 
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the sister' (Vog: SH). Samoyed: 'male in-lau relative through a female 
relative' (Yuri WSH, Tvg, Slkl SH, WSH). In the West basically 'younger 
female in-law relative through a male member' and in the East 'a male 
in-law relative, originally through a female member'. 
In X we find kelin 'daughter-in-law, bride' and in the MT lan-
guages keli 'brother-in-law (of husbands of sisters)'. 
It is almost a general view in Turkic studies that kelin is a 
derivative of kel- 'to come', hence kelin 'the one who comes (into the 
clan, the house etc.)'. I.have serious doubts about this etymology but 
no room to discuss it in detail here. In most cases the dictionaries 
are inaccurate. In Chuvash the word (kin < kelin) has the meaning "the 
wife of a relative is generally so called if the latter is younger 
than the speaker" (Asmarin VI: 223). The Yakut word (kiyit, kinit < 
kiA < kelin) has the following meanings: 'the wife of a younger rela-
tive; also son, grandson, brother, member of the clan, husband's broth-
er'. I think the -n is here the same suffix as in qadin 'elder in-law 
relative', yegen 'sister's child* etc. and has to be connected with the 
"pronominal n". 
As we see (Ob)Ugric once more shows an intermediate place between 
Finno-Permian and Samoyed. Turkic is near to Finno-Permian and Manchu-
Tunguz to Samoyed. It is not difficult to recognize the areal features 
which are of course from different ages. The Votyak "sW" is due to a 
late Turkic influence (see Szíj 1979« 250), the Yakut "HB" and the oth-
er 'male relative* meanings came into being after the ancestors of the 
Yakut moved to the North and settled down among the Samoyeds and Tunguz 
people. I think that the Ob-Ugric semantics is also relatively late and 
developed during the later, secondary Ob-Ugric — Samoyed contacts form-
ing one of the well-known Ob-Ugric — Samoyed isoglosses. 
With this example I would like to show that I do not consider the 
above model to be a rigid and synchronic one. The ante quem limit is 
the time around the 4th-5th centuries A.D.; later areal contacts can 
be separated from those earlier than this period. 
I only have space here to discuss oné more question. The fact that 
Collinder separated the three "Kulturwörter" : 'needle', 'ski', 'sledge' 
from the remaining ones, suggests that he considered the latter as "ba-
sic words". On the other hand, while discussing the absence of common 
numerals he remarks; "Zahlwörter können unter günstigen Umständen ent-
lehnt werden..." (1977: 57). I think all types of words can be borrowed 
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under favourable circumstances. Among the undoubtedly Turkic loan-
words in Hungarian we find gyomor 'stomach', kar 'arm', küldök 'na-
vel', térd 'knee' to mention only those which denote parts of the 
body. They were borrowed not because the ancient Hungarians did not 
have stomachs, arms etc. but as denominations of the parts of body 
of the animals while taking over a new type of animal husbandry. 
Later ón they were generalized (see Rdna-Tas 1981). The two exam-
ples above (PU ala - ¿1$ and PU ana - <Sn) are also connected with 
animals (see the semantic problems with the T data of al and the MT 
meaning of ana). 
Some of Collinder's comparisons have to be deleted, the quali-
fication of others has to be modified but some others not occurring 
in Collinder's 62 item list can be added. New material and more rig-
orous methods will always change the picture. But this is the normal 
way of progress in scholarship. 
Summing up: Collinder's alternative: "Urverwandtschaft" or "non 
liquet" does not bring us further forward. We have to reckon with 
early contacts existing for a longer time — for hundreds, perhaps 
even thousands of years in the taiga region of North Eurasia. A 
Western and an Eastern area can be well established. Our first task 
is to investigate the correspondences due to these early contacts. 
They are of paramount importance because they shed light on the ear-
ly history of the peoples speaking the Uralic and Altaic languages. 
Only after having separated what is due to the early contacts can 
the following question be posed: are the U and A! (and also the A 
among themselves) genetically related? Thinking in historical terms: 
if we accept that the FU and S languages separated around 4.000 B.C. 
when did the U and A languages diverge? In the paleolithic? 1 seri-
ously doubt that with the material being at our disposal and with 
our present methods we would be able to go beyond the neolithic age 
when the stabilization of most language families occurred. 
PS. The material used in this paper is based oh a work in progress 
bearing the title "Uralic and Turkic". As a consultant to the ed-
itors 1 had the opportunity to use the manuscript of the UrEt. I • 
would like to offer them my sincere thanks for.having provided me. 
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ANDRÁS RÓNA-TAS (Budapest) 
T I B E T 
While investigating the knowledge on Tibet prevailing in Hungary prior to 
Csorna de Kóros' trip to Asia I came across a curious and dubious entry in the 
Hungarian Dictionary of Old Documents.1 The entry runs: Eg veg tibet and is 
dated from 1556. As source the Archives of the Nádasdy family is given where 
the original was kept under No. 49. To the word tibet the Dictionary also gives a 
German translation: "Eine Art sehr feiner, dichter Wollenzeuge". Since these 
data seemed to me of importance both for the history of the geographical name 
Tibet and for Hungary's early relations with Central Asia I tried to check them. 
The Hungarian Dictionary of Old Documents is a supplement to the Histori-
cal Dictionary of the Hungarian Language2 published in 1890-1893. Its mate-
rial was collected first by I. Szamota and than revised and augmented by Gy. 
Zolnai who published it in 1902-1906. Unfortunately that pan of the archives 
of the Nádasdy family from which our data were excerpted by Szamota, 
disappeared because of some disorder, and even were no longer accessible when 
Zolnai revised the material. I made several efforts to find the document in the 
present National Archives, but without any success. Thus we have to deal not 
only with a hapax, but we are also in doubt whether the term given is not a 
miswriting or misunderstanding. 
Nevertheless it seemed authentic to me. The orthography is in accordance 
with similar texts of the same period. Eg is in modern Hungarian orthography 
egy "one" and veg is vég in this case "bolt, roll of cloth, textile" i.e. it has to be 
translated as "one bolt or roll [of] tibet". The German translation was given 
from a contemporary German Encyclopaedia, by Zolnai. 
While going through all Encyclopaediae and dictionnaries available to me, I 
learned with some surprise that the name of the tibet cloth is not documented in 
Europe before 1827. The Shorter Oxford Dictionary on Historical Principles 
(3rd. ed. 1952 repr.) gives this date and in the great Oxford English Dictionary 
vol. XI (1933) it is quoted from W. Scott's The surgeon's daughter published in 
1827: "Tibet, Thibet 1827. Name of a country in Central Asia; used attrib, of 
wool obtained thence, or of cloth or garments made from this or in imitation of 
i t : . . . absol. Tibet cloth, or a gown or shawl made of it". I shall quote only one 
more Encyclopaedia, the Brockhaus, which has s.v. Tibet: "1. Pelzgewerbe: 




Schafart. 2. Textilkundei ein weicher Kleiderstoff aus dem Haar der Tibeuiege 
(Kaschmirwolle) oder als Imitat aus feinem Wollkammgarn; auch eine Reifi-
wollqualitiit aus gerissenen Kammgarnstoffen" (Bd. 18, p. 674, ed. 1973.)' 
Since this had effected the credibility of the early Hungarian data 1 had to 
investigate the historical circumstances1 of the appearence of the name of the 
tibet cloth in Europe. 
As it is known the kingship of Ladak rose to great power in the second half of 
the 16th and the first half of the 17th century. Its glory was short and its decay 
begun with the piece of 1683. The Mogul rulers of Cashmere asked a great price 
for their help given to the Ladakis in the battle of Basra against the Mongol-
Tibetan troops. Among the terms imposed by them there was ".. . [to] grant to 
the Kashmiri merchants the monopoly of the raw wool trade - the great Western 
Tibetan^staple and the raw material for the manufacture of the famous shawls, 
one of Kashmir's most important industries" - wrote L. Pecech in his funda-
mental work on the Ladak Chronicle.4 
The Cashmere monopoly of the Tibetan raw wool was more or less complete 
until the beginning of the 19th century. One of the reasons for the increasing 
English interest in Tibet was just the famous Tibetan wool, and among the tasks 
of Moorcraft - who played such an important role in turning Csorna de Kőrös' 
interest to Tibetan studies - it was not the last to find a way to exclude Cashmere 
and get a direct accession to the exceptionally fine Tibetan sort of wool. This was 
made possible at the end of the Anglo-Nepalese war (1814-1816) which ended 
with the defeat of the Gurkhas and opened a direct access for the English trade 
agents to the Tibetan wool. Thus it is understandable that the Tibetan wool, the 
raw material of the famous Cashmere shawls, became known, through massive 
English trade, in Europe only after the end of the 1810V. 
Though I could not find earlier data in European sources I did in Persian. In 
the dictionary of Steingass (1892, my quotation is from the 2nd ed. 1930) we find 
tibit "soft goat's hair, from which the finest shawis are made; - tibbat, 
tubbat "Tibet in Tartary, whence comes the finest musk", V tibid "soft goat's 
hair". Steingass took this entry from Vuller's dictionary (1855) where we read 
(p. 419) i.q. -y" "lana mollis et tenera, quam efundo lanae caprinae 
depectunt et supparo grandióri ( J U.) texendo adhibent" and as a separate entry 
•— l^ s vJjj s c^is "nom. urbis in confiniis Sinarum e qua moschi optimo 
species afferetur. Tibetum". Vullers took his entry from the Burhán-i qati"4 
published by Roebuck in 1818. The Burhan-i qati' was written by Muhammad 
Husayn b. Khalaf in 1652 as a practical dictionary based on the Farhang-i 
Jahangiri (written between 1596/7-1623)7 and this means that our word existed 
in Persian at least in the first part of the 17th century. 
The word is also known in some Turkic languages and dialects. We find it in 
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Chagatai as (Sanglax, composed 1759, according to Sir Gerard Clauson 
the earliest Turkish occurrence of the word read by him as tibitf, ••'•' 
"Flaumfedern, feine Wolle" (Vambery), tibit "id., Daunen" (Radlov), see 
further written Turki "Mongolian noyulur "soft wool, down". Manchu 
nungyari "down", Tibetan khul "the soft down of furs" (vocalised as tebit in the 
Wu t'i), Ozbek twit "puh". New Uyghur tivU "puh (koz, ovec; ptic)" (Nad-
zip), Uyghur of Ferghana tivit "puh (pod Serstju u zivotnyh)" (Sadvakasov), 
Tatar dialectal tebet = angar "vjazannyj platok, Sal" (Dialect of Ljambir, 
Penza), tibiit = yorgek "pelenka" (Dialects of Glazov, Udmurtia and Nokrat, 
Kirov), tebet "kozyj puh, utinyj puh (Siberian Tatar dialect, Tumasheva). In 
Modern Turkish tibet "the soft down of the goats of Thibet and Cashmire; 
Thibet cloth of the same downy wool' (Redhouse). 
From the phonetical structure and the geographic distribution of the Turkic 
data one can conclude that we deal here with a word of commerce, and if we 
exclude the modern Turkish data (not recorded in earlier lexicography)9 its 
distribution corresponds to an area which can historically be well defined. From 
the chronological point of view the data of the Tatar dialects are of importance. 
The people who now speak the dialects of Glazov and Nokrat moved north 
from the Kazan Tatar central territory in the early 16th century10 and had no 
direct contact with it. The vast territory from Penza to Siberia also hints to a 
relatively early spreading of the word. Of special interest is the meaning of the 
Glazov and Nokrat data. The "swaddle" (pelenka) is nothing else than a fine, 
soft material for swaddling babies; this meaning developed from "cloth made of 
downy wool", and could also have been the meaning of the Hungarian data. 
At this point further problems arise. Is the word connected with the geo-
graphical name Tibet at alLand if so, what is the historical background of the 
earlier Central Asian distribution of the material and the word denoting it. 
For the history of the turn of the 15th to the 16th century one of the most 
important sources is the Tarix-i Rashidi of Mirza Haidar. This work, well 
known to the historians of Central Asia including Tibet, consists of two parts. 
The second part is a kind of autobiography with a detailed description of the 
events of its own time and was written in 1541 -1542; the first part was written 
later, in 1544-1547, and is more of a historical survey. The English translation 
was edited by N. Elias and translated by E. D. Ross in 1895.11 The work, though 
its author was a Turk, was written in Persian and there exists a later Turkish 
translation. The author was a commander of the army of Sultan Sa'id Khan 
(about 1490-1533) who became ruler of Kashgar. Sa'id Khan, a protegee of 
Babur, occupied Kashgar and Yarkend in 1514: His elder brother Mansur 
reigned over Uyguristan, Turfan, Karashar and Kucha. The two brothers 
concluded peace, and a short but prosperous time followed in the vexed history 
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of Central Asia. About this period the historian Mirza Haidar wrote: "l;rom 
this peace and reconciliation between the two brothers resulted such security for 
the people, that any one might travel alone between Kamul or Khitai and the 
country of Fergana, without provision for the journey and without fear of 
molestation" (Ed. Elias and Ross, p. 134). These circumstances favoured the 
flourishing of trade. 
The relations between Kashgar and Ladák began earlier. The ruler of Kashgar 
before Sa'id Khan was Abu Bakr. His commander Mir Yali "brought under his 
power much of Karatigin and Badakhshan and the district of Balur and Tibet as 
far as Kashmir" (op. cit. p. 320). Elias is right when he points out that in this and 
in other similar sources Tibet was the name of Ladakh, though it was extended 
also to Baltistan (Little Tibet, in opposition to Great Tibet, i.e. Ladakh) and to 
Central Tibet (Ursang i.e. Dbu-Gtsan in the Tarix-i Rashidi) and therefore it is 
difficult to tell in some cases which of the three, or all together, are meant, (cf. 
pp. 134, 136). According to Petech (op. of., p. 120) "it is very doubtful that 
Ladakh was reached by this first invasion, which probably stopped at Skardo or 
Nubra". I hesitate to join Petech on this point because it could not have been a 
mere coincidence that Abu Bakr, after his defeat by Sa'id Khan, fled to Ladakh 
(see Tarix-i Rashidi pp. 327-328 with a detailed description of the pursuit of 
Abu Bakr). It was only a consequence of this fact that after 1516 the Emirs of 
Sa'id Khan "had frequently invaded and plundered that country" (op. cit., p. 
403). Mirza Haider further tells us, that in the spring of 1532 "the Khan resolved 
a holy war against Tibet". This was justified because " . . . on account of their 
ignorance and folly, Islam had no progress, and there were still numberless 
infidels in Tibet, beside those whom the Emirs had subdued" (op. cit., p. 403). 
The military expedition is related in great detail. Sa'id soon became ill and 
withdrew. He died on his way back while crossing the Suget pass in 1533 (see 
Petech, op. cit., p. 124). His successor, Rashid, showed less interest in the affairs 
of Ladakh. Mirza Haidar himself remained in Ladakh for three more years. 
Later he left for Cashmere because ha was afraid to turn back to Kashgar. 
Rashid, the new ruler, executed some of his relatives. With this the direct 
connections between Turkestan and Ladakh seem to diminish to a degree of 
unimportance. 
The "holy war against Tibet" surely had some non-religious purposes in the 
background. One of them must have been the fact that Ladakh was the place 
where Abu Bakr had fled to. From Mirza Haidar's fascinating description of 
Tibet it is also clear that gold mining was of special interest. But equally Tibetan 
wool and the cloth made of it must have been very attractive. Inderectly this is 
also made clear from the later aspirations of the rulers of Cashmere, the land 
where Mirza Haidar had fled to. 
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The linguistic data quoted above are in accordance with the assumption that 
the wool and cloth named after Tibet, i.e. Ladakh, became an important object 
of trade in Turkestan at the beginning of the 16th century. The rulers of 
Kashgar, and especially Sa'id Khan, had good relations with the Kipchak tribes 
of the successor states of the Golden Horde. In 1514 - so Mirza Haidar tells us -
he went "to the court of Kasim Khan, who was ruler of the Desht-i-Kipchak. At 
this time his army numbered 300000 men. Kasim Khan received him (Sa'id 
Khan) with so much favour that the Khan remembered it for years later" (op. 
cit., p. 133 and in detail on p. 276). Kasim was the son of Jani beg and died in 
1518. Mirza Haidar writes abovt him (p. 273): "Kasim Khan now brought the 
Desht-i-Kipchak under his absolute control, in a manner that no one, with the 
exception of Jochi Khan, had ever done before" and in 1513 Kasim Khan "in 
order to look to his own kingdom, went to Ubaira-Subaira" (p. 282). Elias 
remarks that in this case he transliterated the fully vocalized Turkic translation 
but the name has to be the usual Ibir-Sibir. The winter-quarters of Kasim Khan 
was at Karatal (p. 274) along the river of the same name running into the 
Balkhash. The nephew of Kasim Khan, Baranduk, lived in Saraichuk in the 
South Urals, and we know that Saraichuk or Saraichik was one of the most 
important stations on the trading route connecting Europe with Turkestan.12 
I think that without going into further details it is clear that- the historical 
background of the spread of the tibet wool and tibet cloth is in favour of the 
hypothesis that the material and the word denoting it had an earlier and a later 
history, and that the enigmatic Hungarian data can be connected with the first 
one. 
The Turco-Persian data reflect a tebet ~ libit form and can perhaps help us to 
solve a further problem. The earliest authentic data on the name Tibet we find in 
the Runic inscriptions in the form Twpwt.li What is the relationship between 
this form and the later forms with an illabial vowel in the first syllable and a 
voiced bilabial stop in the middle? The early Sogdian forms (twpwt, twp'yt) the 
Late Middle Persian forms (twpyt) are related, and the Arabic t"bb"t as well as 
the Mongolian Tobed all reflect a double Turkic form Twpwt and Twp't. New 
Persiail reborrowed the Arabic orthography, preserved its vocalisation, but 
parallel with it, under later Turkic influence, the vocalisation changed and we 
find and beside the "Arabic" . 
For understanding the phonetical changes in the geographic name let us see 
the history of a Turkic word of similar structure Old. Turkic: topii "hill, top", 
Runic topii, Uyghur topii, Arabic topii. Middle Turkic: tope, tepe (13th century, 
Tefsir) tope (Ibn Muhanna ed. Melioranskijy tepe (id. ed. Kilisli Rifat), tope 
(Hwarezmian, Qutb, Nahcul al Faradis), tepe, tope (with -/>- Chagatai, Sang-




Hayyan), tope (Butyat al-Mukaq), tope (Kawanin), tope (At Tuhfat, on the 
margin depe, tepe) for all data see Clauson14 p. 436. With the exception of Runic, 
in all cases the word is written with b, and if -/»-.is indicated in the source it is 
quoted "with -p-°. In the Modern Turkic dialects the picture is as follows: 
Oghuz: Ottoman tepe, Azeri tapd, Turkmen depe\ Halaj tapd (<— Azeri) 
Kipchak: Kazan Tatar tube, Bashkir tube, Karakalpak tobe Kumiik tobe, 
Karachai-Balkar tbppe, Karaim-Trocki i'ob'a-, Eastern Ozbek tepa, New 
Ujghur topa, Turki topa, Siberian: Altai tobe, tobo, ? Hakas tey, ? Tuvan tey, 
Yakut tobo, taba, Chuvash tupe.,s The word was borrowed by New Persian as 
tdpd, see Doerfer, TMENII, p. 450, with other languages which also borrowed 
the word.-
From the modern dialects it is clear that the word had an original -p- and the 
-b- is secondary. Doerfer (loc. cit.) suggested that -e- is original in this word, and 
the -o- is due to the labialising effect of the -/>-. Sevortjan" argues that the -o- is 
original because it is documented earlier. This is not a stringent argument but for 
our present purpose we do not have to decide the question. What is of import-
ance for our case is the fact that an original Turkic word which is topii in the 
Runic inscriptions is tebe in the language of the Desht-i-Kipchak, as reflected by 
the Codex Cumanicus. This is the form which prevailed in the Golden Horde in 
the first half of the 14th century.17 
Turning back now to the geographical name Tibet we find that in the records 
of the two most important travellers of the 13th century, Rubruk and Marco 
Polo, we find the geographical name as Tebet." This is in full conformity with 
the data of the Codex Cumanicus on the OT word topii, so we can now 
reconstruct the Runic form as Topiit (and not Tupiit) and from the fact that the 
common word topii, was borrowed by New Persian as tdpd and the geographical 
name as Tebet we can conclude that they reflect two different Turkic languages. 
The latter was used for the denomination of Ladakh by the Turco- Persian 
writers but also by the merchants, and this form was spread as the name of the 
tibet wool and cloth. Once the name of Tibet became the name of an object of 
trade, its phonetical history separated itself from its original. In some cases it 
coincided with that of the geographic name, in others it went its own way. The 
history of geographical names and the fate of the names of trade-objects have 
their own rules. 
In conclusion I would say that the doubtful and enigmatic Hungarian data of 
1556 gave a help to reconstruct the history of the trade relations with Tibet and 
further threw some light on the perplexing question of the history of the name 
Tibet. 
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